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PREFACE. 

The  Superior  Court  of  Chancery  of  the  state  of  Mississippi 
was  first  established  in  the  year  1821.  By  the  Constitution  of 
1817,  the  judicial  power  of  the  state  was  vested  in  one  Supreme 
Court,  and  such  superior  and  inferior  courts  of  law  and  equity 
as  the  legislature  might,  from  time  to  time,  direct  and  estab- 
lish. The  equity  jurisdiction  of  the  state  was  exercised  by 
the  superior  courts  of  law  until  the  year  1821,  when  the  Supe- 
rior Court  of  Chancery  was  established  by  legislative  enact- 
ment. The  jurisdiction  of  this  court  was  co-extensive  with 
that  of  the  Chancery  Court  of  Great  Britain.  In  the  year  1832 
a  new  constitution  was  adopted,  which  contains  the  following 
provision : 

"A  separate  Superior  Court  of  Chancery  shall  be  established, 
with  full  jurisdiction  in  all  matters  of  equity:  provided,  however, 
the  legislature  may  give  to  the  circuit  courts  of  each  county  equity 
jurisdiction  in  all  cases  where  the  value  of  the  thing,  or  amount 
in  controversy,  does  not  exceed  five  hundred  dollars;  also,  in 
all  cases  of  divorce,  and  for  the  foreclosure  of  mortgages.  The 
chancellor  shall  be  elected,  by  the  qualified  electors  of  the  whole 
state,  for  the  term  of  six  years,  and  shall  be  at  I^ast  thirty  years 
old  at  the  time  of  his  election.'' 

On  the  2d  day  of  March,  1833,  the  legislature  passed  a  law 
organizing  the  court  under  this  clause.  The  chancellor  was 
the  sole  judge  of  the  court  until  the  year  1842,  when  the  legis- 
lature established  the  "  District  Chancery  Court  of  the  State  of 
Mississippi,"  consisting  of  one  judge,  styled  Vice-Chancelloji. 


Yi      '  PREFACE. 

The  territorial  jurisdictioa  of  this  court  extends  over  twenty-  , 
two  counties  in  the  northern  section  of  the  state.  The  vice- 
chancellor  has  concurrent  jurisdiction  witfc  the  chancellor,  in 
said  district,  in  all  cases  where  the  amount  in  controversy  does 
not  exceed  five  hundred  thousand  dollars.  An  appeal  lies 
from  the  District  to  the  Superior  Court  of  Chancery,  unless, 
by  consent  of  both  parties,  the  case  is  taken  directly  to  the 
High  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals. 

In  the  year  1830,  the  Hon.  John  A.  Quitman,  then  Chan- 
cellor, was  authorized  by  the  LegisIatuM  to  report  the  deci- 
sions of  the  chancery  court,  but  the  law  was  not  complied 
with.  On  the  28th  of  February,  1842,  another  act  was  passed, 
making  it  the  duty  of  the  Attorney  General  to  report  the  de- 
cisions of  this  court.  By  virtue  of  this  law,  the  present  vol- 
ume is  presented  to  the  public.  It  is  composed  entirely  of 
cases  decided  by  Chancellor  Buckner,  from  December,  1839 
until  December,  1842.  A  great  number  of  cases,  decided  du- 
ring the  same  period,  are  still  unreported,— the  opinions  of  the 
Chancellor  not  being  prepared  for  publication. 

It  is  due  to  the  Chancellor  to  say,  that  many  of  the  opin- 
ions in  this  volume  consist  of  brief  notes  for  decision  made 
by  him  previous  to  the  passage  of  the  act  requiring  the  deci- 
sions of  4iis  court  to  be  reported;  but  from  the  unqualified 
approbation  with  which  they  were  received  by  the  bar  when 
delivered,  it  is  believed  that  the  judicial  learning  they  contain 
will  prove  no  less  valuable  on  account  of  their  brevity. 

The  briefs  and  arguments  of  counsel  were  not  prepared  by 
them  with  an  eye  to  their  publication;  and  the  Reporter  has 
therefore  been  compelled,  in  many  cases,  to  cut  them  down  to 
a  mere,  citation  of  authorities,  and  in  others  to  omit  them  en- 
tirely. It  is  hoped  that,  in  future,  counsel  will  be  more  par- 
ticular in  filing  their  briefs,  as  they  constitute  a  most  valuable 
portion  of  a  book  of  reports. 


PREFACE.  vii 

Eaclr  case  is  preceded  by  an  abstract  of  all  the  material 
points  decided  therein,  and  a  copious  index  is  subjoined,  where- 
by every  principle  iontained  in  the  volume  may  be  referred 
to  without  delay. 

The  second  volume  will  appear  in  the  course  of  the  coming 
year. 

JOHN  D.  FREEMAN. 
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RULES  OF  PROCEEDING 


FOR  THE 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  CHANCERY. 


RULE  I. 

Rules  shall  be  held  in  the  clerk's  office,  on  every  Monday, 
Thursday,  and  Saturday,  of  each  term  of  the  Court,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  entering  all  proceedings  and  orders  which  may  be  entered 
at  the  rules.  They  shall  be  held  imder  the  direction  of  the  Clerk; 
but  the  Chancellor  may  make  or  allow  any  special  order  in  any 
cause,  which  shall  be  entered  in  the  rule  docket,  and  take  effect 
accordingly. 

RULE  n- 

Section  1.  No  process  to  bring  in  a  defendant  to  answer  shall 
issue  but  upon  bill  filed. 

Sec.  2.  The  return  of  process  "  executed,"  shall  be  a  sufficient 
foundation  for  any  subsequent  proceedings.  If  the  process  be  not 
executed,  the  clerk  shall  issue  other  similar  process,  if  the  same 
be  required  by  the  party  at  whose  instance  the  original  process 
was  issued. 

Sec.  3.    AH  process  must  be  executed  by  a  sworn  officer,  or 
under  his  warrant ;  or  when  executed  by  any  other  person,  affida- 
vit must  be  made  of  the  service  thereof  and  filed. 
Vol.  I.— 2. 


14  RULES  OF  PROCEEDING  FOR  THE 

RULE  IIL 

Sec.  1.  The  day  of  appearance  of  the  defendant  shall  be  the 
first  day  of  the  term  to  which  the  process  is  returned  "  executed ;" 
and  if  the  defendant  shall  not  then  appear  and  answer,  plead,  or . 
demur,  the  complainant  may  give  a  rule  for  answer ;  and  if  the 
defendant  be  in  default  at  the  next  succeeding  rule  day,  the  com- 
plainant may  take  his  bill  for  confessed,  and  the  matter  thereof 
will  be  decreed  accordingly  by  the  court, — or  the  complainant 
may  have  a  general  commission  to  take  depositions,  and  proceed 
to  hearing,  as  if  the  answer  had  been  filed, — or  he  may  move  the 
court  for  an  attachment  to  bring  in  the  defendant  to  answer. 
Provided^  That  the  court  may,  on  cause  shown,  allow  the  de- 
fendant's answer  to  be  filed  and  grant  a  further  day  for  hearing. 

Sec.  2.  When  a  party  is  in  custody  upon  such  writ  of  attach- 
ment, he  shall  be  detained  until  he  file  his  answer  or  be  discharg- 
ed by  the  court. 

RULE  IV. 

No  replication  to  an  answer  shall  be  filed.  But  if  any  matter 
alleged  in  the  answer  shall  make  it  necessary  for  the  complai- 
nant to  amend  his  bill,  he  may  have  leave  to  do  so,  with  or  with- 
out costs,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

RULE  V. 

Sec.  1.  The  complainant  may  file  exceptions  to  the  answer, 
on  or  before  the  rule  day  next  succeeding  tliat  at  which  the  an- 
swer shall  have  been  filed,  and  give  a  rule  with  the  clerk  to  make 
a  better  answer,  on  or  before  the  next  succeeding  rule  day ;  and  if 
within  that  time  the  defendant  shall  put  in  a  sufficient  answer,  it 
shall  be  received  without  costs ;  but  if  the  defendant  insists  on 
the  sufficiency  of  the  answer,  or  neglects  or  refuses  to  put  in  a 
further  sufficient  answer,  or  shall  put  in  another  insufficient  an- 
swer, the  complainant  may  set  down  his  exceptions  on  the  motion 
docket  for  argument ;  and  after  the  expiration  of  such  rule,  or  any 
second  insufficient  answer  put  in,  no  further  or  other  answer  shall 
be  received  but  upon  payment  of  costs. 

Sec.  2.  If,  upon  argument,  the  complainant's- exceptions  be 
overruled,  he  shall  pay  to  the  defendant  such  costs  as  shall  be  al- 
lowed by  the  court ;  if  the  defendant's  answer  shall  be  adjudged 
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insufficient,  he  shall  pay  to  the  complainant  such  costs  as  the  court 
shall  allow. 

Sec.  3.  If,  after  an  answer  adjudged  insufficient,  the  defendant 
shall  put  in  another  insufficient  answer,  which  shall  be  so  adjudg- 
ed, he  or  she  may  be  examined  on  interrogatories  and  committed 
until  he  or  she  shall  answer  them  and  pay  costs  ;  or  the  complain- 
ant may  move  the  court  to  take  so  much  of  the  bill  as  is  not  an- 
swered sufficiently  for  confessed,  and  proceed  to  take  depositions, 
or  to  hearing  in  the  usual  manner. 

RULE  VI. 

Sec.  1.  The  defendant  may,  at  any  time  before  the  bill  is 
taken  for  confessed,  or  afterwards,  with  leave  of  the  court,  demur, 
or  plead,  to  the  whole  bill,  or  to  a  part;  and  he  may  demur  to 
part,  plead  to  part,  and  answer  to  part:  but  in  case  the  bill  charges 
fraud  or  combination,  a  plea  to  such  part  must  be  accompanied 
with  an  answer  fortifying  the  plea,  and  explicitly  denying  the 
fraud  and  combination,  and  the  fact  on  which  the  charge  is 
founded. 

Sec,  2.  The  complainant  may  set  down  the  demurrer  or  plea 
for  argument,  or  he  may  take  issue  on  the  plea.  If  upon  the  issue 
the  facts  stated  in  the  plea  be  found  for  the  defendant,  they  shall 
avail  him  as  far  as  in  law  and  equity  they  ought  to  avail ;  and  if 
found  false,  the  complainant  shall  have  the  like  benefit  thereof. 

Sec.  3.  If  the  plea  or  demurrer  be  overruled,  no  other  plea  or 
demurrer  shall  thereafter  be  received,  but  the  defendant  shall  pro- 
ceed to  answer  the  bill ;  and  ff  he  fail  so  to  do  on  or  before  a  day 
to  be  assigned  by  the  court,  the  bill,  or  so  much  thereof  as  was 
covered  by  the  plea  or  demurrer,  may  be  taken  for  confessed,  and 
the  matter  thereof  be  decreed  accordingly. 

Sec.  4.  Upon  a  plea  or  demurrer  being  argued  and  overruled, 
cost  shall  be  paid  as  where  an  answer  shall  be  adjudged  insuf- 
ficient ;  but  if  adjudged  good,  the  party  pleading  or  demurring 
shall  have  his  costs. 

Sec.  6.  The  defendant,  instead  of  filing  a  formal  demurrer 
or  plea,  may  insist  on  the  matter  of  law,  or  special  matter,  in  his 
answer,  and  have  the  same  benefit  thereof  as  if  he  had  pleaded 
Ae  same  matter  or  had  demurred. 

Sec.  6.    If  the  complainant  shall  not  reply  to  or  set  down  for 
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ailment  any  plea  or  demurrer  on  or  before  the  next  rule  day, 
after  the  filing  thereof,  the  defendant  may  take  the  rule, ''  that  the 
bill  be  dismissed  with  costs." 

RULE  VII. 

Upon  the  coming  in  of  an  answer,  if  the  complainant  conceives 
that  it  confesses  the  allegations  of  the  bill  sufficiently  to  entitle 
him  to  a  decree,  he  may  set  down  tlie  cause  for  hearing  on  bill 
and  answer. 

RULE  vm. 

Sec.  1.  Rules  to  plead,  answer,  and  for  all  other  proceedings 
necessary  and  proper  to  be  taken  in  the  clerk's  office,  shall  be  sig- 
nified to  the  clerk  in  his  office,  and  shall  be  by  him  entered  in  a 
rule  book,  to  be  kept  by  him  for  the  information  of  all  parties,  at- 
tomies,  and  counsellors  concerned  therein,  and  shall  be  considered 
as  sufficient  notice  of  what  has  been  done  at  the  rules. 

Sec.  2.  The  rules  shall  be  considered  as  given  from  rule  day 
to  rule  day,  and  the  time  allowed  to  the  party  to  comply  with  the 
rule  be  considered  as  expired  with  the  calling  of  the  cause  by  the 
clerk  on  that  rule  day  j  if  the  rule  be  not  then  complied  with,  the 
proceeding  consequent  upon  such  non-compliance  may  be  taken 
on  that  rule  day  against  the  party  in  default,  and  entered  accord- 
ingly. 

RULE  IX. 

The  court  may  regulate  all  proceedings  at  the  rules,  correct 
errors,  set  aside  dismissions,  and  reinstate  the  suits,  from  time  to 
time,  on  such  terms  as  may  appear  equitable ;  and  no  dismission 
or  other  office  judgment  shall  be  considered  final  until  approved 
and  confirmed  by  the  court,  and  so  entered  of  record. 

RULE  X. 

Matement  and  Revivor. 
.  Sec.  1.  Where  any  party,  either  complainant  or  defendant,  in 
any  suit,  shall  be  dead,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  clerk,  upon  ap- 
plication, to  issue  process  to  bring  into  court  the  representatives  of 
such  deceased  person,  to  show  cause  why  the  suit  should  not  be 
revived. 
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Sec.  2.  When  pending  any  suit  in  this  court  any  party  shall 
die,  the  proper  representatives  of  the  j^rsonalty  or  realty  of  the 
deceased  party,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  case,  may  volun- 
tarily come  in  and  be  admitted  parties  to  the  suit :  and  if  such 
representatives  shall  not  voluntarily  become  parties,  then  the  com- 
plainant, or  if  he  be  dead  his  representatives,  may  come  in,  be  ad- 
mitted parties,  and  have  the  suit  revived,  and  shall  have  the- prop- 
er process  to  bring  in  the  representatives  of  any  deceased  defend- 
ant, and  have  the  suit  revived  against  them;  and  upon  suggestion 
upon  the  record  of  the  death  of  any  complainant,  the  defendant, 
on  motion,  may  obtain  an  order,  that  unless  the  representatives  of 
such  deceased  complainant  shall  become  parties  within  the  first 
three  days  of  the  ensuing  stated  term,  that  the  suit  shall  be  abated; 
or  at  his  election,  if  he  may  have  an  interest  and  benefit  in  pro- 
ceeding further  in  the  cause,  may  have,  upon  motion,  an  order  for 
process  to  bring  in  the  representatives  of  the  deceased  complain- 
ant, and  to  revive  the  suit,  and  to  proceed  to  a  hearing. 

RULE  XL 

Afiidavits  to  bills,  answers,  pleadings,  or  for  verification  of  facti 
whereon  to  ground  any  motion,  order  or  proceeding,  must  be 
signed  by  the  party  making  such  oath  or  affirmation,  and  if  taken 
within  this  state,  may  be  sworn  or  affirmed  before  any  justice  of 
the  peace,  or  mayor  of  a  city,  notary  public,  commissioner  in 
chancery,  or  judge ;  and  without  this  state  may  be  sworn  to  or 
affirmed  before  any  justice,  notary  public,  mayor  or  alderman  of 
any  city,  town  or  corporation,  judge  or  chancellor  of  any  of  the 
states,  territories  or  district  of  this  Union,  or  of  any  foreign  state, 
kingdom  or  potentate,  or  the  clerk  of  this  court  or  his  deputy,  du- 
ly appointed. 

RULE  XIL 

Amendments  will  be  permitted,  of  process,  at  any  time  before 
final  decree,  without  costs. 

Amendments  of  bills,  before  the  defendant  and  his  attorney 
hath  taken  out  a  copy,  or  in  a  small  matter  afterwards,  without 
costs;  but  afterwards,  upon  the  payment  of  costs  occasioned 
thereby.  Provided^  That  no  amendment  shall  be  allowed,  of 
course,  to  a  bill  that  has  been  sworn  to  by  the  party. 

2» 
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Amendments  of  answers,  without  costs,  if  before  the  complain- 
ant, his  attorney  or  counsellor  hath  taken  out  a  copy  or  excepted ; 
if  afterwards,  upon  payment  of  costs  occasioned  thereby,  to  be 
taxed  in  such  cases  by  the  clerk :  but  no  answei*swom  to  shall  be 
amended  without  leave  of  the  court. 

RULE  xm. 

Sec.  1.  Answers  must  be  signed  by  counsel,  and  must  be  free 
from  scandalous  and  impertinent  matter.  If  complaints  be  made 
that  the  answer  offends  against  the  rules  of  courts  of  chancery  in 
this  behalf,  the  complainant,  on  motion,  may  have  it  referred  to 
the  clerk  acting  as  master  in  chancery  or  other  person,  to  be 
designated  by  the  coiirt,  to  look  into  the  answer  and  report 
whether  any,  and  what  impertinent  or  scandalous  matter  may  be 
contained  in  it ;  and  if  the  answer  be  adjudged  scandalous  and 
impertinent,  the  court  will  order  such  matter  to  be  expunged,  and 
that  the  defendant  pay  the  costs  to  be  taxed  by  the  clerk.  More- 
over, the  court  may  hold  the  counsel  who  signed  the  answer 
with  the  scandalous  and  impertinent  matter  in  it  responsible  for  so 
doing. 

Sec.  2.  After  a  cause  is  set  for  hearing,  a  motion  to  refer  an 
answer  for  scandal  or  impertinence  will  not  be  allowed^ 

RULE  XIV. 

Exhibits. 

Sec.  1.  All  papers  and  documents  referred  to  in  any  bill  or 
answer,  except  papers  on  file  and  records  of  this  court,  must  ac- 
company and  be  annexed  to  or  filed  with  the  same,  or  the  reason 
for  not  filing  them  be  accounted  for  in  such  bill  or  answer,  other- 
wise such  bill  may  be  dismissed,  or  the  answer  taken  from  the  file 
and  the  bill  taken  for  confessed  and  decree  be  entered,  as  the  case 
may  be:  Provided^  The  court  may  give  a  day  for  filing  exhibits, 
when  required  by  the  opposite  party. 

Sec.  2.  Exhibits  of  complainant  shall  be  designated  by  letters, 
and  those  of  defendant  by  figures. 

RULE  XV. 

Of  Bills  and  Cross  Bills. 
Sec.  1.    Bills  must  be  signed  by  counsel — ^must  be  plainly  and 
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distinctly  written  on  one  side  of  one  or  n:iore  sheets  or  half  sheets 
of  good  writing  paper,  well  fastened  together  by  sewing  or  other- 
wise — ^must  state  the  county  of  the  residence  of  each  party,  com- 
plainant and  defendant,  or  if  any  defendant  be  a  non-resident, 
state  of  what  state  or  county.  Bills  must  be  free  from  scandalous  * 
and  impertinent  matter ;  and  upon  complaint  that  a  bill  is  scandal- 
ous or  impertinent,  the  defendant  may,  upon  motion,  have^t  re- 
ferred, as  in  rule  XIII,  and  like  proceedings  had  thereon,  as  in 
case  of  answers  so  referred. 

Sec.  2.  After  an  answer  is  filed,  a  motion  to  refer  the  bill  for 
scandal  or  impertinence  will  not  be  allowed. 

Sec.  3.  When  a  cross  bill  shall  be  filed,  the  defendant  to  the 
original  bill  shall  answer  thereto,  before  the  defendant  or  defend- 
ants to  the  cross  bill  shall  be  required  to  answer  to  such  cross  bilL 

RULE  XVL 

Of  the  Clerk. 

Sec.  1.  He  shall  give  his  attendance  personally  in  court 
during  the  sessions,  unless  prevented  by  sickness,  or  be  absent  by 
leave  first  obtained  of  the  chancellor,  except  in  the  cases  provided 
by  law  where  he  may  appear  by  deputy. 

Sec.  2.  He  shall  keep  a  general  docket,  showing  the  names  of 
the  parties,  the  time  of  filing  the  bill,  the  service  of  process,  the 
time  of  filing  the  answer,  the  state  of  the  pleadings  and  of  the 
parties,  their  attornies  and  counsel,  and  all  persons  concerned. 

Sec.  3.  He  is  required  to  endorse  on  every  paper  filed  in  a 
cause  the  style  of  the  suit,  and  the  time  when,  and  the  party  by 
whom  it  was  filed. 

Sec.  4.  He  shall  not  sufier  any  paper  so  filed  to  be  withdrawn 
but  by  leave  of  the  chancellor,  and  then  a  copy  must  be  retained 
at  the  cost  of  the  party  obtaining  leave  to  withdraw  it. 

Sec.  6.  He  shall  not  sufier  the  original  papers  belonging  to 
any  case  to  be  handled  or  used  in  his  office  but  in  the  presence  of 
and  under  the  superintendence  of  himself  or  his  deputy,  nor  to 
be  taken  out  of  his  office  and  custody  but  by  the  chancellor  or  his 
order,  or  the  order  of  a  court  having  competent  jurisdiction  in  that 
behalf 

Sec.  6.  He  shall  prepare  for  the  chancellor,  at  the  commence- 
ment of  every  stated  term,  a  docket,  showing  the  causes  set  down 


20  RULES  OP  PROCfflEDING  FOR  THE 

for  hearing  and  for  argument,  office  dismissions,  and  other  ques- 
tions and  matters  standing/or  hearing,  decree,  confirmation  or  de- 
cision of  the  chancellor ;  and  shall  regularly  and  promptly  after 
each  rule  day,  during  the  session,  add  to  the  docket  all  such  ad- 
'  ditional  cases  as  shall  have  been  set  for  hearing  or  argument,  or  so 
proceeded  in  at  the  rules  as  to  stand  for  the  order,  decision,  con- 
firma<^on  or  regulation  of  the  court. 

Sec.  7.  He  shall  file  with  the  papers  in  each  cause,  when 
heard,  n  statement,  for  the  use  of  the  chancellor,  of  the  process, 
pleadings,  orders  at  the  rules  and  in  court,  and  other  proceedings 
had  and  made  therein,  (if  any  such,)  which  do  not  appear  on  the 
docket  furnished  to  the  chancellor. 

Sec.  8.  He  shall  also  keep  a  motion  docket,  as  heretofore  prac- 
tised in  this  court,  in  which  shall  be  entered  all  niotions  proper  for 
hearing  on  motion  days. 

Sec.  9.  He  shall  not  undertake  nor  act  as  attorney,  solicitor, 
counsellor,  or  attorney  in  fact,  or  agent  for  either  party,  as  to  any 
matter  begun,  pending,  or  to  be  executed  in  this  court,  or  under 
the  authority  of  its  process. 

Sec.  10.  Where  bond  and  security  is  by  any  order  for  injunc- 
tion or  attachment  or  other  restraining  orders  directed  to  be  giv- 
en in  the  office,  such  order  shall  be  considered  as  no  longer  of 
avail  to  the  party  who  obtained  it,  unless  bond  with  security  be 
executed  within  thirty  days  after  the  granting  of  such  order. 

Sec.  11.  For  the  prevention  of  errors  in  entering  up  the  de- 
crees and  orders  of  the  court,  the  proceedings  of  each  and  every 
day  shall  be  drawn  up  at  large  by  the  clerk  in  the  minute  book, 
and  when  so  prepared  shall  be  read  in  open  court  for  any  neces- 
sary corrections  to  be  made  therein  on  the  meeting  of  the  court 
the  next  succeeding  morning ;  and  when  so  read  and  approved, 
they  will  be  signed  by  the  chancellor.  Provided^  That  on  the 
last  day  of  each  term  the  minutes  shall  be  prepared  and  signed  on 
the  same  day. 

Sec.  12.  He  shall  keep  a  register  of  the  attorniesand  counsel- 
lors admitted  to  practice  in  this  court,  and  make  a  roll  of  their 
names,  arranged  in  the  order  established  by  the  sixth  section  of 
the  seventeenth  rule ;  which  roll  he  shall  arrange  and  remodel 
from  time  to  time  as  circumstances  shall  require,  and  be  kept  by 
him  for  the  use  of  the  court  and  the  bar. 
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RULE  xvn. 

Of  Counsellors  and  Jittomits. 

Sec.  1.  Counsellors  and  attomies  at  law  of  this  court,  who 
shall  prepare  or  file  bills,  answers,  and  other  pleadings,  are  expect- 
ed to  sign  them,  and  to  be  responsible  to  the  court  that  such 
pleadings  are  decorous  and  free  from  scandalous  and  impertinent 
matter. 

Sec.  2.  Only  two  counsel  will  be  permitted  to  argue  for  each 
party,  complainant  and  defendant  in  a  cause. 

Sec.  "3.  Admissions  of  facts  or  consent  to  orders  or  decrees,  or 
to  waive  rights  and  privileges  under  tlio  rules  of  this  court,  made 
by  attomies  or  counsellors,  must  be  in  writing,  signed  and  filed 
with  the  papers  in  the  cause,  or  be  entered  on  the  minutes  by  the 
clerk,  where  the  parties  consent  in  his  presence. 

Sec.  4.  Consent  of  counsel  only  will  not  be  allowed  to  con- 
tinue stale  cases  hanging  on  the  docket ;  the  consent  of  the  court, 
for  cause  shown,  must  be  obtained. 

Sec.  5.  The  counsel  for  each  party,  complainant  and  defend- 
ant, shall,  in  convenient  time  before  the  argument  of  the  case,  fur- 
nish the  court  with  a  brief  or  succinct  abstract  of  the  cause,  con- 
taining the  facts  relied  on,  with  reference  to  the  document,  exhibit, 
deposition  or  evidence  in  support  of  the  facts,  the  principles 
of  law  and  equity  intended  to  be  insisted  on,  and  a  citation 
of  the  authorities  intended  to  be  used  in  support  of  those  prin- 
ciples. 

Sec.  6.  In  motions  they  shall  have  precedence:  first,  the 
attorney  general,  and  then  according  to  their  seniority  in  the  pro- 
fession ;  but  no  one  to  make  a  second  motion  until  each  has  had 
an  opportunity  of  making  his  motion.  Attention  to  this  rule  by 
the  gentlemen  of  the  bar,  and  to  the  roll  to  be  kept  by  the  clerk, 
may  render  a  formal  call  of  the  roll  unnecessary. 

Sec.  7.  Motions  may  be  made  on  each  day  after  the  minutes 
of  the  preceding  day  shall  have  been  read,  the  opinions  and  de- 
crees of  the  court  pronounced,  and  before  a  case  fo^  hearing  or  ar- 
gument has  been  opened,  and  not  afterwards,  until  the  cases  set 
for  the  day  have  been  disposed  of,  unless  the  motion  relates  to  thd 
case  in  hearing  or  be  of  urgency  as  to  time. 
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RULE  XVIIL 

Sec.  1.  Depositions  are  to  be  taken  according  to  the  several 
acts  of  the  General  Assembly. 

Sec.  2.  No  deposition  shall  be  reduced  to  writing,  in  any  part, 
by  the  attorney  or  counsellor  of  either  party ;  but  every  deposi- 
tion shall  be  reduced  to  writing  wholly  by  the  person  executing 
the  commission,  or  by  the  witness  himself  in  presence  of  such 
commissioner,  and  signed  in  his  presence  by  the  witness. 

Sec.  3.  No  witness  shall  be  twice  examined  by  the  same  party, 
unless  by  special  leave  of  the  court,  or  because  the  first  examina- 
tion was  under  a  commission  de  bene  esse. 

RULE  XIX. 

Exhibits,  deeds,  documents,  and  writings  essential  to  tlie  justice 
of  the  cause,  may  be  proved  viva  voce,  at  the  hearing,  upon  the 
application  of  the  party  who  is  to  make  use  of  them :  for  this  pur- 
pose an  order  must  be  obtained  describing  the  deed,  document,  or 
writing  to  be  proved,  and  such  testimony  shall  be  reduced  to 
writing,  in  court,  by  the  clerk,  and  filed  in  the  case. 

RULE  XX. 

Exceptions  to  answers  must  be  taken  before  the  complainant  sets 
the  cause  down  for  hearing ;  and  when  taken  for  insufficiency, 
must  contain  the  charge  in  the  bill  not  answered,  and  refer  to  the 
page  in  the  bill  which  contains  the  charge. 

Exceptions  to  depositions  must  state  the  cause  of  objection  spe- 
cifically, must  be  in  writing,  and  filed  with  the  clerk  before  the 
cause  is  called  for  hearing,  otherwise  no  exception  will  be  allowed 
to  the  reading,  except  for  interest  or  other  incompetency  appearing 
by  the  pleadings  and  evidence. 

Exceptions  to  the  reports  of  commissioners  in  chancery  must 
be  in  writing,  and  state  particularly  the  error  or  grievance  com- 
plained of. 

Exceptions  tp  bills  for  scandal,  impertinence,  orwant  of  exhibits 
referred  to,  must  be  made  before  answer  filed. 

Exceptions  to  answers  for  like  causes,  must  be  before  th©  cause 
is  set  for  hearing. 

Exceptions  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  securities  for  prosecution  of 
a  suit,  or  under  any  order  for  injunction  or  bail,  may  be  made  at 
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any  time  pending  the  suit,  upon  reasonable  notice  to  the  adverse 
party. 

RULE  XXI. 
Injunctions. 

Motions  to  dissolve  must  be  on  five  days'  notice,  in  writing,  to 
the  adverse  party  or  his  attorney,  or  by  entry  of  such  motion  on 
the  rule  docket  the  like  period  of  time.  No  motion  to  dissolve 
will  be  heard  after  the  cause  is  set  down  for  hearing,  nor  after  a 
former  motion  overruled. 

No  motion  to  discharge  an  injunction  on  the  face  of  the  bill  for 
want  of  equity,  will  be  received ;  the  defendant  may  demur,  and 
set  down  the  demurrer  for  argument. 

RULE  XXIL 

Guardian  ad  litem. 

No  order  appointing  a  guardian  ad  litem  to  defend  infants  will 

be  made  until  after  the  return  day  of  process  executed,  or  until 

after  publication,  in  case  of  non-residents,  executed  and  the  day 

assigned  fox  appearance  of  the  non-resident  defendants  has  passed. 

RULE  XXIII. 

Sec.  1.  Conunissioners  in  chancery  shall  not  act  as  attorney, 
counsellor,  or  agent  for  either  party,  in  any  matter  pending,  or  to 
be  executed  under  the  order  or  process  of  this  court,  before  such 
commissioner. 

^Ec.  2..  When  a  matter  is  referred  to  a  commissioner,  to  ex- 
amine and  report  thereon,  he  shall  assign  a  day  and  place  there- 
for, and  give  reasonable  notice  to  the  parties,  or  the  attorney  of 
the  parties,  by  personal  service,  or  by  advertisement  in  the  nearest 
newspaper,  according  to  circumstances.  If  either  party  shall  fail 
to  attend,  the  commissioner  may  adjourn  the  matter  to  some  fu- 
ture day,  and  give  notice  thereof  to  the  parties  or  their  attomies,  in 
which  notice  it  shall  be  expressed,  that  if  the  party  shall  fail  again 
to  appear,  that  the  commissioner  will  proceed  ex  parte;  and  if  af- 
ter receiving  i^ch  notice,  the  party  shall  again  fail  to  attend,  the 
commissioner  may  proceed  to  examine  the  matter  to  him  referred : 
He  is  authorized  and  required  to  administer  all  oaths,  and  take  the 
necessary  proof  requir^,  in  examining  each  and  every  account 
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or  matter  jto  him  referred ;  he  shall  take  down  in  writing  such 
proof,  and  return  it  with  his  report,  and  having  completed  his 
examination  and  statement,  he  shall  make  report  thereon  to  the 
court,  and  such  proceedings  shall  be  had  thereon  as  shall  seem 
right  and  equitable. 

RULE  XXIV. 

Notice. 
The  parties  and  their  attorneys  must  take  notice  of  the  pro- 
ceedings at  the  niles:    No  other  notice  thereof  will  be  required, 
than  the  entries  of  the  proceedings  on  the  rule  docket. 

RULE  XXV. 
Parties. 
Complainant  must  bring  in  all  necessary  and  proper  parties  in 
interest  before  the  court ;  and  if  he  omit  to  do  so,  either  a  defend- 
ant against  whom  process  is  pmyed,  or  a  party  in  interest  against 
whom  no  process  is  prayed,  may,  upon  showing  to  the  court  that 
parties  in  interest  do  exist,  who  have  not  been  made  parties  by  the 
bill,  have  a  rule  upon  the  complainant,  to  make  such  parties  in  in- 
terest parties  to  his  bill,  or  show  cause  to  the  contrary ;  and  if  the 
complainant  shall  fail  to  make  such  parties,  or  to  show  cause  at 
the  expiration  of  the  rule,  his  suit  may  be  dismissed. 

RULE  XXVL 

Re-hearing. 

Sec.  1.  Every  petition  for  re-hearing  must  be  in  writing,  aad 
signed  by  two  or  more  counsel  not  concerned  in  the  cause ;  shall 
contain  the  special  matter  or  cause  on  which  such  re-hearing  is  ap-- 
plied  for,  and  the  facts  therein  stated,  if  not  apparent  on  the  papers 
on  file,  shall  be  verified  by  the  oath  of  the  party  or  some  other 
person.  The  petition  will  be  considered  and  decided  on  without 
argument,  and  if  granted,  a  day  will  be  assigned  for  the  re-hear- 
ing. 

Sec.  2.  The  petition  for  re-hearing  must  be  presented  within 
fivcL  days  after  the  decree  pronounced.  ^ 

Sec.  3.  No  petition  for  a  re-hearing  shall  supersede  the  execu- 
tion of  the  decree,  unless  so  allowed  and  ordered  by  the  chan- 
cellor. 
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RULE  XXVII. 

On  Tuesday  and  Thursday  of  each  week  the  chancellor  will 
call  the  trial  docket,  and,  upon  the  call,  will  hear  applications  for 
further  testimony  if  desired  in  any  cause,  and  anange  the  causes 
for  hearing  and  argument,  hy  assigning  a  particular  day  for  each, 
if  desired  by  the  parties  or  their  attomies ;  and  when  a  day  is  so 
assigned,  the  case  will  not  he  heard  at  an  earlier  day. 

RULE  xxvra. 

Surveys. 
Orders  of  surveys  may  be  taken  at  the  rules:  the  surveyor 
shall  return  four  fair  plats  and  certificates  of  survey,  two  whereof 
shall  be  kept  by  the  clerk,  and  one  thereof,  so  returned,  he  shall 
send  with  the  record  to  the  High  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals, 
upon  any  appeal  or  writ  of  error  prosecuted :  either  party  may 
proceed  to  the  execution  of  the  order,  the  adverse  party  to  have 
reasonable  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  beginning  to  execute  it 

RULE  XXIX. 

No  cause  to  be  set  down  for  hearing,  unless  it  be  ready  for  trial 
as  to  all  parties. 

RULE  XXX. 

Counsel  shall  prepare  decrees,  under  the  direction  of  the  chan- 
cellor. 

RULE  XXXI. 

In  all  injunction  bills  against  non-resident  'defendants,  if  the 
complainants  do  not,  at  the  return  of  the  subpcBna  into  court  '^not 
found,"  obtain  at  said  return  term,  from  the  court,  an  order  of  pub- 
lication, ^otifying  the  said  absent  defendant  or  defendants  of  the 
pendency  of  such  bill,  the  said  injunction  shall  stand  dissolved,  of 
course. 

RULE  xxxn. 

The  partie&should  make  their  proofs  as  full  before  publication  as 
the  nature  of  the  case  requires  or  admits,  to  the  end  that  the  sup- 
plementary proofs  before  the  commissioners  or  auditors,  may  be  as 
limited  as  the  tights  and  responsibilities  of  the  parties  will  admit. 
Vol.  I.~3 
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RULE  xxxm. 

Orders  of  reference  should  specify  the  principles  on  which  the 
accounts  are  to  be  taken,  or  the  inquiry  proceed  as  far  as  the  court 
shall  have  decided  thereon,  and  that  the  examination  before  the 
commissioners  or  auditors  should  be  limited  to  such  matters  with- 
in the  limits  of  the  order,  as  the  principles  of  the  decree  or  order 
•may  render  necessary,  and  as  were  not  examined  to,  or  fully 
proved  before  publication. 

RULE  XXXIV. 

No  witness  in  chief,  and  examined  before  publication,  nor  the 
parties,  ought  to  be  examined  before  the  commissioners  or  audi- 
tors ;  and  no  witness  once  examined  before  the  commissioners  or 
auditors  ought  to  be  examined  again  on  the  same  matters,  without 
a  special  order  for  that  purpose,  and  the  order  ought  to  specify  the 
matter  or  extent  of  the  examination,  except,  however,  that  the  ac- 
counting party  may  establish  by  his  own  oath,  being  credible  and 
pre-contradicted,  small  sums,  not  exceeding  twenty  dollars,  ac- 
cording to  the  course  of  the  court. 

RULE  XXXV. 

The  commissioners  or  auditors  ought,  in  the  first  instance,  to 
ascertain  from  the  parties  or  their  counsel,  by  suitable  acknowl- 
edgements, what  matters  or  items  are  agreed  to  be  admitted,  and 
then,  as  a  general  rule,  and  for  the  sake  of  precision,  the  disputed 
items  claimed  by  either  party  ought  to  be  reduced  to  writing  by 
the  parties  respectively,  by  way  of  charges  and  discharges ;  and 
the  requisite  proofs  ought  then  to  be  taken  by  written  interrogato- 
ries, prepared  by  the  parties,  and  approved  by  the  commissioners 
or  auditors,  or  viva  voce  examination,  as  the  parties  shall  deem 
most  expedient,  or  the  commissioners  or  auditors  shall  think  prop- 
er to  direct  in  the  given  case — that  the  testimony  may  be  taken  in 
the  presence  of  the  parties,  or  their  counsd,  if  they  choose  to  at- 
tend, (except  when,  by  a  special  order  of  the  court,  it  is  to  be  in 
secret,)  and  ought  to  be  reduced  to  writing  in  cases  where  it  shall 
be  deemed  desirable  by  the  commissioners  or  auditors,  or  under 
their  direction,  as  well  when  a  party  as  a  witness  is  exaXiined. 

RULE  XXXVL 

In  all  cases  where  the  commissioners  or  auditors  are  directed  to 
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report  the  proofs,  the  deposition  of  the  witness  should  be  reduced 
to  writing  by  them,  and  subscribed  by  the  witnesses,  and  the  dep- 
ositions returned  with  his  report  to  the  court 

RULE  XXXVII. 
When  an  examination  is  once  b^un  before  the  conunissioners 
or  auditors,  they  ought,  on  assigning  a  reasonable  time  to  the  par- 
ties, to  proceed  with  as  little  delay  and  intermission  as  the  nature 
of  the  case  will  admit  of,  to  (he  conclusion  of  the  examination, 
and  when  once  concluded,  it  ought  not  to  be  opened  for  further 
proof  without  special  and  very  satisfactory  cause  shown. 

RULE  XXXVIII. 
After  the  examination  is  concluded,  in  case  of  reference  to  take 
accounts  or  make  inquiries,  the  parties,  their  solicitors,  or  counsel, 
ought  to  have  a  day  assigned  them  to  attend  before  the  commis- 
sioners or  auditors  to  the  settling  of  iheir  report,  and  make  objec- 
tions, if  any  they  have,  in  writing,  and  when  the  report  is  finally 
settled  and  signed,  the  parties  ought  to  be  confined  in  their  excep- 
tions, to  be  taken  in  court,  to  such  olgections  as  were  overruled  or 
disallowed  by  the  commissioners  or  auditors. 

RULE  XXXIX. 

When  either  party  is  to  be  examined,  they  may  be  by  written 
interrogatories  or  viva  voce,  at  the  option  of  the  parties,  and  all 
proceedings  before  the  commissioners  pr  auditors  shall  be  taken 
notice  of  by  the  parties  respectively,  at  their  peril,  without  service 
of  copies  of  such  papers  as  may  be  filed  with  the  auditors  or  com- 
missioners, and  in  all  cases  the  question  of  notice  or  no  notice 
shall  be  decided  by  the  commissioners  and  auditors  themselves,  and 
shall  form  no  ground  for  exception  to  their  j^oceedings,  unless 
partiality  or  injustice  shall  be  shown. 

RULE  XL. 

The  general  principles  and  mode  of  proceeding  under  the  pre- 
ceding rules,  shall  be  conformable  to  the  practice  of  the  state  of 
New  York,  with  the  exception  of  the  formality  of  giving  notice, 
serving  copies  of  papers,  &c.,  and  so  far  as  the  same  may  not  be 
inconsistent  with  the  rules  hereby  established. 
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RULE  XLL 

No  counsellor  or  solicitor  of  this  court  shall  be  bail  or  security 
in  any  cause  pending  therein. 

RULE  XLIl. 

Pinal  decrees  may  be  signed  by  the  court  at  any  time  during 
the  term  at  which  the  same  were  pronounced,  but  no  process 
shall  issue  thereon  until  after  the  expiration  of  thirty  days  from 
the  time  of  pronouncing  the  same,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by 
the  chancellor. 

RULE  XLIII. 

The  sum  of  five  dollars  per  day  shall  be  allowed  to  all  com- 
missioners or  auditors  appointed  by  this  court  to  take  accounts 
and  make  inquiries,  and  the  time  necessarily  employed  in  the  ex- 
ecution of  their  duties  to  be  certified  on  oath  to  the  court,  on  the 
return  of  the  report, 

RULE  XJ.IV. 
In  all  injunction  cases,  affidavits  m^y  hereafter  be  read  in  sup- 
port of  the  bill  or  answer  upon  the  motion  to  dissolve :  Provided, 
the  same  have  been  taken  upon  notice  to  the  opposite  party,  or 
their  solicitor ;  and  in  case  of  the  absence  of  the  party,  or  in  case 
no  counsel  is  employed  upon  whom  notice  can  be  conveniently 
served,  by  their  advertisements,  for  three  weeks  in  succession,  in 
one  or  more  of  the  public  newspapers  printed  in  this  state. 

RULE  XLV. 

Wednesdays  and  Saturdays  of  each  term  shall  be  motion  da3rs ; 
and  when  a  motion  is  regularly  called  on  the  motion  docket,  if 
the  party  making  the  motion  fail  to  answer  when  called,  the  mo- 
tion may  be  dismissed. 

RULE  XLVI. 

Motions  to  dissolve  injunctions  shall  be  heard  on  written  argu- 
ments of  counsel  or  briefs,  and  not  by  argument  in  open  court, 
except  by  order  of  the  chancellor. 
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RULE  XLYII.    Jtescinded. 

RULE  XLVra. 

The  clerk  of  this  court,  in  vacation,  or  during  the  terms,  shall 
have  power  to  receive  the  suggestion  of  the  death  of  a  party,  upon 
which  a  bill  of  revivor  may  be  filed,  and  process  issued  to  bring 
in  the  representatives  of  the  deceased  party — ^he  may  make  orders 
of  publication  against  non-resident  defendouts,  orders  pro  confesso; 
he  may  make  orders  for  taking  the  depositions  of  joint  defendants, 
saving  all  just  exceptions,  and  make  orders  nisi  for  costs. 

RULE  XLIX. 

Whenever  there  is  more  than  one  defendant  to  any  bill,  and  any 
one  or  more  demur,  the  party  or  parties  so  demurring,  or  the  com- 
plainant, may  set  the  demurrer  down  for  argument;  and,  should 
the  demurrer  be  sustained  as  to  one  or  all,  the  bill  shall  be  dis- 
missed as  to  the  party  whose  demurrer  is  sustained;  should  the 
demurrer  be  overruled  as  to  any,  time  shall  be  given  to  such  party 
to.  answer,  and  the  bill  shall  be  brought  to  hearing  as  though  no 
demurrer  had  been  filed;  if  the  demurrer  is  not  set  down  for  argu- 
ment by  either  party,  during  the  term  at  which  it  is  filed,  the  de- 
murrer shall  be  overruled,  and  an  answer  within  thirty  days  after 
the  end  of  such  term  shall  be  filed,  or  the  bill  may  be  taken  for 
confessed. 

RULE  L. 

All  interlocutory  decrees  to  take  accounts,  and  all  final  decrees 
upon  the  merits  in  this  court,  except  upon  pro  confesso  taken,  shall 
3* 
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be  submitted  to  the  opposite  party  or  counsel,  if  present,  at  least 
one  day  before  the  same  shall  be  received  or  acted  on  by  the 
chancellor. 

RULE  LI.    Rescinded. 

RULE  LII. 

When  any  injunction,  attachment,  or  other  process  or  order  of  a 
restraining  character,  or  on  which  security  shall  be  required,  shall 
be  granted,  in  vacation,  by  the  chancellor  or  any  judge  in  the  state, 
if  the  bill  or  petition  in  which  the  same  may  have  been  issued 
shall  not  have  been  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  superior 
court  of  chancery,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  complainant  or  peti- 
tioner, or  the  solicitor  of  such  complainant  or  petitioner,  to  file 
such  bill  or  petition  in  the  said  office,  on  or  before  the  first  day  of 
the  term  next  after  the  issuance  or  granting  of  such  order,  injunc- 
tion, attachment,  or  other  process;  and  in  case  of  a  failure  to  com- 
ply with  the  above  direction,  then  the  defendant  may  file  said  bill 
or  petition,  if  to  be  had,  and  have  the  same  docketed;  and  if  not 
to  be  had,  then,  on  a  showing  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  chancellor, 
any  such  case  may  be  docketed  by  the  defendants,  in  either  of  the 
above  ways;  the  injunction  attachment  or  other  process  dissolved, 
discharged  and  set  aside,  unless  good  cause  is  shown  to  the  con- 
trary by  the  complainants. 

RULE  LHI. 

Upon  the  hearing  all  motions  to  dissolve  injunctions,  in  which 
counsel  shall  desire  to  be  heard  after  the  reading  of  the  necessary 
papers  in  the  cause,  the  counsel  of  both  parties  shall  read  and  sub- 
mit in  writing,  distinctly,  the  point  involved  in  the  motion,  and 
thereupon  the  court  may  dispense  with  the  argument  in  open 
court,  and  order  the  same  to  be  submitted  on  briefs. 

RULE  LIV. 

When  a  matter  is  referred  to  a  commissioner  to  report  his  judg- 
ment upon  the  sufficiency  of  an  answer,  or  upon  other  matters, 
and  where  no  account  is  to  be  taken,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  for 
the  conmiissioner  to  give  notice  of  the  time  of  proceeding  to  exam- 
ine the  matter  of  reference,  or  of  settling  the  report;  but  the  com- 
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missioner,  as  soon  as  he  is  furnished  with  a  copy  of  the  order  and 
the  papers  and  evidence  necessary  to  decide  the  said  matter  of 
reference,  shall  proceed  immediately  to  pass  upon  said  refer^ice 
and  report  upon  the  same;  and  when  said  report  shall  be  made, 
the  same  shall  be  confirmed,  on  motion,  unless  cause,  at  the  next 
motion  day,  be  shown  to  the  contrary:  provided,  however,  that  the 
said  report  shall  not  be  confirmed  when  there  is  objection  to  the 
same,  until  the  motion  is  reached  on  the  motion  docket. 

RULE  LV. 

Upon  confirmation  of  the  report,  or  when  the  same  is  not  con- 
firmed but  set  aside  or  otherwise  disposed  of,  the  court  will  deter- 
mine what  party,  if  either,  shall  pay  the  costs  of  the  same,  and 
when. 

RULE  LVI.  rescinds  Rule  LI. 

RULE  LVII. 

Beside  the  general  docket  now  in  use,  there  shall  be  kept,  by 
the  clerk,  three  separate  dockets,  viz:  a  Rule  Docket,  a  Motion 
Docket,  tmd  a  Hearing  Docket. 

RULE  LVra. 

No  cause  shall  be  placed  upon  the  Hearing  Docket  but  by  order 
of  the  court,  or  upon  the  written  order  of  one  of  the  solicitors  in 
the  cause. 

RULE  LIX. 

The  Hearing  Docket  shall  consist  of  causes  on  pro  confesso, 
demurrer;  or  plea  of  all  the  defendants  jointly  or  severally;  of  all 
other  causes  which  may  be  placed  thereon  by  the  solicitor  of  either 
party,  at  the  expiAtion  of  five  months  from  the  time  the  cause 
shaU  be  at  issue  as  to  all  the  parties. 

RULE  LX. 

No  causes  but  those  above  ^lumerated  shall  be  placed  on  the 
Hearing  Docket,  except  by  leave  of  the  court,  upon  motion. 

RULE  LXI. 

The  Motion  Docket  shall  contain  all  applications,  rules  and 
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motions  not  of  course;  all  demorrers,  pleas,  &c.  of  one  or  more 
separate  defendants,  set  down  for  argument,  before  the  cause  is  at 
issue  as  to  all  the  defendants;  all  ex  parte  petitions. 

RULE  LXn. 

All  motions  to  be  placed  upon  the  docket  shall,  with  the  rea- 
sons therefor,  be  written  with  the  caption  and  number  of  the  cause 
and  signed  and  dated  by  the  solicitor  making  the  motion,  and  the 
same  shall  be  filed  among  the  papers  in  the  cause. 

RULE  LXIII. 
Rule  Docket.    Causes  of  every  description  not  now  belonging 
to  the  Hearing  Docket,  and  all  causes  which  shall  be  hereafter 
filed,  requiring  process  or  answer,  shall  be  placed  on  a  calendar  or 
rule  docket  to  be  kept  for  that  purpose. 

RULE  LXIV. 

Pro  confesses  taken  upon  service  of  process  shall  be  entered  by 
the  clerk,  during  termjtime,  upon  application  of  the  complainant's 
solicitor,  and  proof  of  service  of  process,  subject  to  be  set  aside  by 
the  court  for  irregularity  or  other  cause. 

RULE  LXV. 

Pro  confesso  against  absent  or  non-resident  defendants,  shall  be 
entered  by  the  clerk,  upon  proof  before  him  that  publication  of 
the  notice,  as  required  by  law,  has  been  regularly  made. 

RULE  LXVI. 

All  process  returnable  into  the  superior  court  of  chancery  shall 
be  tested  of  the  first  Mondays  in  June  or  December  next  preced- 
ing its  date,  and,  unless  othei>vise  specially  directed,  shall  be 
returnable  on  the  first  Mondays  in  June  or  December  next  suc- 
ceeding the  date  thereof;  but  when  such  process  shall  be  issued 
within  fifteen  days  of  either  of  such  general  return  days,  it  shall 
be  made  returnable  to  the  second  general  return  day  after  its  date. 

RULE  LXVn. 

Upon  the  submission  of  any  cause  to  the  chancellor  upon  final 
hearing,  the  solicitor  of  the  party  at  whose  instance  the  same  was 
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set  for  hearing,  shall  procure  from  the  clerk  a  statement  in  short 
of  the  proceedings  therein,  from  the  general  docket,  to  be  submit- 
ted with  the  papers  in  the  cause. 

RULE:LXffl. 

No  cause  shall  be  submitted  out  of  the  order  in  which  it  stands 
on  the  docket,  except  by  the  written  consent  of  the  counsel  on 
either  side,  to  be  filed  with  the  papers  and  accompanied  with  a 
statement  from  the  clerk  that  there  is  no  cause  prior  in  number 
against  the  same  defendant  or  defendants  remaining  undisposed  o£ 

RULE  LXDL 

When  any  case  is  submitted  without  an  abstract  and  brie^  un- 
less specially  dispensed  with,  the  same  will  be  remanded  and 
placed  at  the  foot  of  the  docket 

RULE  LXX. 

Until  otherwise  ordered,  causes  pending  in  this  court  in  which 
the  solicitors  on  both  sides  reside  in  the  counties  of  Copiah,  Clai- 
borne, Jefferson,  Adams,  Wilkinson,  Amite,  Pike  and  Lawrence, 
or  in  which  the  solicitors  of  one  party  reside  in  either  of  said  coun- 
ties, and  the  solicitor  of  the  other  party  resides  in  Hinds  county, 
will  not  be  heard  until  the  first  Mondays  of  January  and  July, 
unless  by  consent  of  parties,  or  by  the  special  order  of  the  chan- 
cellor. In  all  such  cases,  however,  common  motions  may  be  made, 
and  others  of  course  taken,  at  any  time  during  the  term,  but  no 
special  motion  will  be  heard  before  the  time  allotted  for  such 
causes,  except  upon  five  dajrs  notice  to  the  adverse  party  or  his 
solicitor,  unless  upon  emergency  the  chancellor  shall  think  fit  to 
dispense  with  notice. 

RULE  LXXI. 

All  causes  in  like  manner  in  which  the  solicitors  of  both  parties 
shall  reside  in  the  counties  of  Hinds,  Warren,  Rankin,  and  the 
counties  situated  north  and  east  of  said  counties,  and  within  the 
territory  allotted  to  the  court  of  chancery  at  Jackson,  shall  have 
precedence  over  the  causes  provided  for  in  the  preceding  rule, 
from  the  commencement  of  each  regular  term  until  said  first  Mon- 
days of  January  and  July;  and  thereafter  the  causes  referred  to  in 
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the  preceding  rule  shall  have  precedence  for  three  weeks,  unless 
previously  disposed  of. 

RULE  LXXn. 

After  the  fourth  Monda3rs  of  January  and  July,  should  the  court 
remain  in  session  to  that  time,  during  any  r^;ular  term,  any  causes 
not  disposed  of  may  be  taken  up  in  the  order  of  priority  on  the 
docket. 

RULE  LXXHL 

Hereafter,  whenever  there  stall  be  a  reference  to  a  master  com- 
missioner of  this  court  to  pass  and  report  upon  any  matter,  when 
the  report  shall  be  made  out  the  same  shall  not  be  filed,  or  the 
parties  derive  any  benefit  therefrom  until  the  fee  for  the  same  is 
paid  by  the  party  in  whose  favor  the  same  is  made;  after  the  said 
fee  is  paid,  the  report  shall  be  filed,  and  the  court  will  dispose  of 
costs  of  the  same  on  the  motion  to  confirm. 

RULE  LXXIV. 

Ordered  J  That  whenever  the  complainant  shall  file  an  amended 
bill,  or  a  supplemental  bill,  he  shall  give  notice  thereof,  in  writing, 
to  ^e  opposite  party,  or  his  solicitor,  within  twenty  days  after  the 
same  shall  be  filed;  and  no  pro  confesso  on  such  amended  or  sup- 
plemental bill  shall  be  taken  without  proof  of  such  notice,  unless 
process  shall  have  been  served  upon  the  opposite  party,  under  the 
amended  or  supplemental  bill. 
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Where  slaves  were  brought  into  this  state  as  merchandise,  and  sold  in  violation  of  the 

coDstitalion  on  that  subject— held,  that  the  contract  of  sale  was  void,  bat  that  the 

title  to  the  slaves  remained  in  the  vendor. 
A  court  of  equity  will  relieve  a  party  from  an  illegal  contract,  but  vrili  impose  such 

terms  as  a  condition  to  such  relief  as  will  meet  the  ends  of  justice  and  place  both 

parties  on  equal  grounds. 
A  party  cannot  set  aside  an  illegal  contract,  and  at  the  same  time  retain  possession  of 

the  property  acquired  by  such  contract. 
In  order  to  sustain  a  bill  to  annul  a  contract  for  slaves  sold  in  violation  of  the  constitu 

tion,  the  complainant  must  offer  to  deliver  the  slaves  to  the  vendora. 
W  her^  the  right  to  the  possession  of  property  is  made  a  matter  of  judicial  controversy, 

a  court  of  equity  will  not  award  possession  to  the  complainant  by  injunction  upon 

the  unsupported  showing  of  the  bill. 

The  facts  of  this  case  are  sufficiently  set  forth  in  the  opinion  of 
the  chancellor.  The  defendants  moved  to  dissolve  the  injunction 
for  want  of  equity  on  the  face  of  the  bill. 
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-      • 

Hughes  for  the  motion. 

The  complainant  alleges  that  defendant,  Broadus,  introduced 
slaves  into  this  state  in  violation  of  the  new  constitution;  sold 
them  to  coijiplainant,  and,  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money,  complainant  executed  and  delivered  a  deed  of  trust  on  land 
and  slaves.  The  money  is  due* and  unpaid,  and  defendant  is 
about  selling  imder  the  deed  of  trust.  There  is  no  offer  to  do 
equity  by  returning  the  negroes  and  paying  for  their  hire.  For 
the  defendant,  we  insist  that  the  injunction  should  be  dissolved, 
because  the  complainant  does  not  offer  to  do  equity.  See  1  Sto- 
ry's Equity,  300. 

The  cases  referred  to  in  Story  are  cases,  where,  by  the  English 
law,  the  agreement  is  void  for  usury  upon  a  loan*  of  money.  In 
such  case,  when  the  borrower  comes  into  a  court  of  equity,  the 
court  never  permits  the  party  to  r«n  off  with  the  money,  but  will 
give  relief  upon  the  terms  that  he  pay  the  money  lent,  with  legal 
interest;  and,  unless  he  offers  to  do  this,  his  bill  is  demurrable" 
What  is  the  difference  between  this  class  of  cases  and  the  case 
under  consideration?  The  complainant  comes  into  a  court  of 
equity,  and  says,  it  is  true  I  am  particeps  criminis — ^but  for  me 
the  law  would  not  have  been  violated;  yet  he  says  he  ought  to  be 
permitted  to  hold  on  to  the  slaves  which  he  has  obtained  by  virtue 
of  a  void  sale,  and  at  the  same  time  hold  the  money  too — the 
price  of  the  negroes.  To  carry  out  the  rule  "that  a  party,  when 
asking  equity,  must  do  equity,"  the  court,  before  granting  an  in- 
junction, should  require  that  the  slaves  sold  be  offered  to  be  giv- 
en up. 

The  injunction  should,  if  not  dissolved,  be  modified.  The  writ 
commands  and  enjoins  the  defendant  in  the  bill  from  proceeding 
with  the  sale  under  the  deed  of  trust,  and  ako  that  the  property 
he  delivered  to  the  complainant. 

There  is  no  authority  for  an  injunction  conunanding  a  thing  of 
this  kind  to  be  done.  An  injunction  can  command  the  parties  to 
refrain^  but  not  to  be  active.  We  mean  the  remedial  injunction — 
that  which  issues  upon  bill  before  decree. 

There  are  two  kinds  of  injunctions:  one,  the  remedial,  by  which, 
upon  bill  before  decree,  a  party  is  commanded  to  hold  his  hands; 
the  other,  the  execution  injunction,  which  issues  after  decree,  by 


) 
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w|tich  a  thing  maybe  directed  to  be  done— such  as  deliver  posses- 
Son  df  land,  and  the  like.    See  Eden  on  Inj.  p.  1. 

The  writ  which  issued  on  this  case  was  of  ^e  latter  kind,  al- 
though issued  as  a  remedial  writ,  upon  bill  filed  before  decree. 
In  this  respect  the  writ  is  irregular,  and  should  be  ^o(]iified,  and 
so  far  discharged. 

William  Yerger  contra. 

The  defendant  contends  that  this  injunction  should  be  dissolv- 
ed, because  there  is  not  a  tender  of  the  slaves  bouc^t  and  their 
hire;  and  he  likens  it  to  usury  cases.  There  is  a  manifest  dis- 
tinction between  this  and  the  usury  cases.  The  laws  against 
usury  are  made  for  the  protection  of  the  borrower.  If,  when  he 
came  into  equity,  he  got  relief  upon  conditions  of  paying  the  sum 
Actually  borrowed,  and  legal  interest,  he  got  all  the  protection  he 
was  entitle  to  ask.  But,  in  the  case  before  us,  the  contract  is  not 
decla^Fed  void  out  of  favor  to  the  purchaser.  It  is  to  protect  the 
public  that  it  is  so  done;  and,  when  a  thing  is  absolutely  void  by 
reason  of  public  policy,  I  know  of  no  principle  of  law  which 
authorises  a  chancellor  to  refuse  to  declare  it  so,  unless  the  party 
will  comply  with  conditions,  which  the  chancellor  may  see  fit  to 
impose.  If  the  contract  is  void,  a  court  of  equity  has  no  discre- 
tion upon  the  subject.  It  is  bound  so  to  declare  it,  and  it  has  no 
right  to  impose  any  condition  upon  the  subject  The  doctrine, 
even  in  usury  cases,  is  questionable,  and  can  only  be  tolerated  be- 
cause it  has  the  sanction  of  age  to  sustain  it  In  1  Rand.  172,  the 
court  propose  a  query:  whether,  in  usury  cases,  a  party  is  not  en- 
titled to  relief  in  toto^  if  he  can  prove  the  usury  without  a  discov- 
ery.   And  this  we  take  to  be  the  true  rule  upon  the  subject 

As  to  the  question  of  modifying  the  injunction,  there  is  nothing 
in  it  The  powers  of  a  court  of  equity  are  fully  adequate  to  give 
the  r4ief  asked  for.  The  tnistee  has  no  interest  in,  or  right  to, 
the  thing.  He  stands  where  the  sheriff  does  after  a  levy  of  an 
execution;  and  the  right  of  a  court  of  equity  to  command  him  to 
deliror  up  property  levied  on  by  him,  has  never  been  questioned 
on  a  proper  cause  shown. 
Vol.  I..^ 
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The  Chancellor.  •- 

.  The  substance  of  the  complainant's  bill  is  that  he  pilrthased 
from  the  defendant,  Broadus,  a  number  of  negro  slaves,  which 
were  introduced  by  him  into  this  state  for  sale,  as  an  article  of 
merchandise,  jsince  the  first  of  May,  1833,  in  violation  of  the  con- 
stitution upon  that  subject — that  his  contract  of  purchase  is  there- 
fore void ;  that  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  payment  of  the 
purchase  money  for  the  negroes  so  purchased,  he  made  a  deed  of 
trust,  conveying  to  the  defendants.  Rives  and  Davenport,  a  large 
body  of  land  and  a  number  of  slaves ;  that  the  trustees  are  about 
to  sell  under  that  deed,  to  prevent  which  an  injunction  was  prayed 
and  granted  by  a  circuit  court  judge  restraining  the  sale  and 
ordering  the  trustees  to  deliver  over  the  slaves  into  the  complain- 
ant's  possession.  The  bill  further  prays  that  the  deed  of  trust 
may  be  declared  void,  and  be  decreed  to  be  delivered  up  and  can- . 
celled.  Amotion  is  made  to  dissolve  this  injunction' upon  the 
face  of  the  bill  upon  two  grounds :  1st.  That  the  complainant 
does  not  offer  to  surrender  back  the  slaves  to  the  owner,  the  con- 
tract for  which  he  seeks  to  avoid.  2d.  That  the  injunction  is 
irregular  in  ordering  a  change  of  the  possession  of  the  slaves  from 
the  trustees  to  the  complainant. 

I  have  heretofore  intimated  an  opinion  upon  the  first  ground 
taken  in  this  motion,  and  subsequent  reflection  and  research  have 
not  furnished  me  with  any  reason  for  changing  the  views  which 
I  then  expressed.  If  the  contract  in  such  a  case  is  void,  (and  the 
Supreme  Court  have  so  declared,)  it  would  seem  to  follow,  as  a 
clear  consequence,  that  the  title  to  the  negroes  at  least  remained 
in  the  seller.  The  contract  for  the' sale  of  the  negroes  being  void, 
the  case  would  stand,  so  far  as  any  rights  were  acquired  or  parted 
with  under  it,  as  though  the  contract  had  never  been  made.  I  do 
not  understand  the  Supreme  Court  to  have  decided  that  the  act  of 
illegally  introducing  negro  slaves  into  this  state  worked  a  forfeiture 
of  the  owner's  title  to  the  negroes  themselves.  It  issuflBicientthat 
neither  the  constitution  nor  the  laws  of  the  state  either  expressly, 
or  by  implication,  sanction  such  an  idea.  The  naked  question 
then,  .which  is  presented,  is  this :  Will  a  court  of  equity  relieve 
a  party  from  his  illegal  contract,  and  at  the  same  time  leave  him 
in  the  full  enjoyment  of  all  the  fruits  which  he  gathered  through 
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that  source  1  or  will  it  impose  such  terms  as  a  condition  to  any 
relief  as  shall  meet  the  end  of  justice  and  place  both  parties  upon 
equal  ground  ?  To  absolve  the  complainant  from  the  obligation 
of  his  contract,  and  permit  him  at  the  same  time  to  retain  the  pos- 
session of  the  n^proes  acquired  under  it,  would  seem  to  be  subver- 
sive of  the  plainest  principles  of  natural  justice.  I  entertain  no 
doubt  that  when  a  court  of  equity  is  invoked  in  such  a  case,  it  is 
competent  to  impose,  as  a  condition  to  its  interference,  such  terms 
as  shall  do  full  and  complete  justice  between  the  parties. 

A  learned  elementary  writer,  in  treating  of  the  jurisdiction  ex- 
ercised by  courts  of  equity  in  decreeing  void  deeds  to  be  delivered 
up,  remarks :  "  In  many  cases  where  the  instrument  is  declared 
void  by  positive  law,  and  also  where  it  is  held  void  or  voidable 
upon  other  principles,  courts  of  equity  will  impose  terms  upon  the 
party,  if  the  circumstances  of  the  case  require  it."  2.  Story  Com. 
Eq.  7. 

I  conceive  the  rule  thus  broadly  laid  down  is  fully  sustained  by 
adjudged  cases.  In  a  case  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  (11  Wheaton,  103,)  where  a  bill  had  been  filed  in  the  cir- 
cuit court  by  the  complainants,  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  a 
conveyance  of  property  made  by  the  father  of  the  complainants 
to  the  defendants,  upon  the  ground  of  fraud,  the&ther  being  near* 
ly  insane  from  the  effects  of  disease  and  intemperance,  and  when 
the  defendant  had,  whilst  in  possession  of  the  property,  expended 
money  in  its  improvement  and  in  support  of  the  complainant's 
father,  in  affirming  the  decree  of  the  court  below,  setting  aside  the 
deed  and  restoring  the  property,  chief  justice  Marshall  held,  that 
although  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  benefit  him- 
self by  his  own  improper  conduct,  it  was  not  reasonable  that  he 
should  be  burdened  with  the  expenses  of  maintaining  the  father ; 
that,  he  said,  was  a  proper  charge  upon  the  estate  itself,  as  were 
the  improvements  which  enhanced  the  value  of  the  estate ;  adding, 
that  as  a  defendant  in  equity  he  had  certainly  a  right  to  retain 
them.  This  case  fully  sustains,  as  I  conceive,  the  rule  laid  down 
by  judge  Story.  Other  authorities  equally  support  it  Lord  Thur- 
low,  in  the  case  of  Veville  v.  Wilkinson,  (1st  Bro.  Ch.  R.  647,  8,) 
says,  that  if  courts  of  justice  mean  to  prevent  the  perpetration  of 
crimes,  it  must  not  be  by  allowing  a  man  who  has  got  possession 
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to  remain  in  possession,  but  by  putting  the  parties  back  to  the  state 
in  which  they  were  before. 

It  occurs  to  me,  that  the  adoption  of  the  opposite  rule  would 
justly  subject  the  law  to  the  reproach  of  affecting  to  reprobate 
crime  on  the  one  hand,  whilst  it  tolerated  and  encouraged  fraud 
on  the  other.  If  a  court  of  equity  is  appealed  to,  to  protect  a  party 
against  t&e  consequences  of  an  illegal  contract,  its  aid  should  not 
be  lent  to  the  extent  of  consummating  a  fraud  on  the  opposite 
party. 

A  person  coming  into  a  court  of  equity  to  impeach  a  judgment 
at  law,  must  on  his  part  do  what  equity  requires.  1st  Hen.  and 
M.  433.  Courts  of  equity  never  interfere  to  deprive  the  plaintiff 
at  law  of  a  legal  advantage  he  may  have  gained,  unless  the  party 
seeking  relief  will  do  complete  justice ;  and  this  principle  was 
carried  to  the  extent  of  refusing  relief  against  a  judgment  obtain- 
ed by  fraud,  until  the  plaintiff  should  do  complete  justice  in  the 
case  on  his  part.  1st  Wash.  Rep.  196.  So  a  borrower  of  money, 
who  seeks  to  avoid  a  recovery  on  the  ground  of  usury,  must  do 
what  justice  requires  at  his  hands,  by  offering  to  pay  the  amount 
due,  less  the  usury.     1st  John.  Ch.  307. 

In  the  case  of  setting  aside  and  delivering  up  of  annuity  secu- 
rities, because  not  duly  registered,  courts  of  equity  will  direct  an 
accoimt  of  receipts  and  payments  on  each  side,  and  a  payment  of 
the  balance  by  the  proper  party.  19  Ves.  130.  So  also  in  regard 
to  infants,  who  are  protected  against  their  contracts;  yet  they 
will  not  be  permitted  to  turn  the  protection  which  the  law  gives 
them  on  account  of  their  supposed  weakness  into  an  engine  of 
fraud  upon  the  rights  of  others.  An  infant  giving  his  promissory 
note  for  a  negro,  may  avoid  the  note,  but  would  be  liable  in  an 
action  of  trover  or  detinue  for  the  negro  ;  because  to  detain  him 
would  be  a  fraud  upon  the  person  with  whom  he  dealt. 

But  I  proceed  to  notice  the  second  ground  upon  which  the  mo- 
tion to  dissolve  is  made.  The  injunction  granted  in  this  cause 
not  only  restrains  the  defendants  from  making  sale  of  the  proper- 
ty mentioned  in  the  deed  of  trust,  but  requires  them  to  deliver  it 
unconditionally  into  the  possession  of  the  complainant.  Injimc- 
tions  of  this  description  are  frequently  ordered  as  a  process  for 
enforcing  final  decrees ;  but  I  am  not  aware  of  any  principle  or 
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rule  of  practice  which  authorizes  such  an  injunction  based  upon 
the  interested  showing  of  one  party,  and  upon  the  mere  ex  parte 
presentation  of  the  bill.  When  the  right  to  the  possession  of 
property  is  made  a  matter  of  judicial  controversy,  to  award  pos- 
session to  the  complainant  by  injunction  in  the  first  instance,  upon 
the  unsupported  showing  of  the  biU,  would  be  to  decide  the  main 
question  without  allowing  the  defendant  to  be  heard.  Such  a 
practice  is  wholly  inadmissible.  The  case  of  Deklin  v.  Davis 
(Hopkin's  Rep.)  is  an  authority  against  it  I  think,  upon  either 
ground  of  the  motion,  the  injunction  should  be  dissolved. 
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{  Where  a  mortgage  grants  a  power  of  sale  to  the  mortgagee,  the  mortgagee  camiot 
ezecote  that  power  without  the  aid  of  a  court  of  chanceiy. 

/  Where  an  executor  was  authorised  by  a  will  to  nuse  money  upon  the  credit  of  his  tes- 

l  tator's  estate  through  banks,  and  the  executor  procured  a  loan  of  money  from  pri- 
vote  incUmdiiala,  and  executed  a  deed  of  trust  on  his  testator's  estate  to  secure 
the  payment  thereof;  held,  that  this  was  not  such  an  execution  of  the  power 
granted  in  the  will  as  would  be  binding  on  the  testator's  estate. 
Where  power  is  gi^en  to  xaise  money  by  mortgage,  and  a  particular  method  of  doing 
it  is  pointed  out,  a  negative  upon  all  other  modes  is  clearly  implied,  and  the  mode 
pointed  out  must  be  strictly  followed. 

I  An  executor,  as  such,  has  no  power  to  pledge  the  estate  of  his  testator  for  a  loan  of 

]      money,  nor  to  create  any  lien  upon  it,  by  deed  or  otherwise. 

The  facts  on  which  the  bill  in  this  case  is  founded  are  suffi- 
ciently set  forth  in  the  abstract  and  briefe  of  counsel,  and  the 
opinion  of  the  chancellor. 

Prentiss,  Guio  and  Smedes  for  defendants. 

The  bill  in  this  case  sets  forth  a  partnership  between  the  com- 
plainants, under  the  firm  of  N.  &  E.  Ford  &  Co.,  New  Orleans, 
and  Ford,  Markham  <fc  Co.,  Vicksburg.  In  the  year  1836  Samuel 
Cole  died,  and  made  by  will  several  persons  executors,  of  whom 
only  Thomas  J.  Cole  qualified.  By  will  the  testator  gave  the 
right  and  power  to  raise  money  on  the  credit  of  his  estate,  and 
the  power  to  execute  liens  thereon.  The  will  is  made  an  exhibit. 
The  bill  then  sets  forth  the  manner  in  which  the  defendant, 
Thomas  J.  Cole,  as  executor,  became  indebted  to  the  complain- 
ants, as  follows :  The  testator,  in  his  life  time,  was  indebted  to  one 
James  C.  Ford,  in  a  sum  the  amount  of  which  is  not  named  in 
the  bill.  After  the  testator's  death,  the  defendant,  Thomas  J. 
Cole,  as  executor  by  consent  and  agreement  with  complainants, 
drew  bills  of  exchange  on  the  complainants  to  pay  said  debt  to 
said  James  C.  Ford.  The  defendant,  Thomas  J.  Cole,  agreed  to 
give  a  deed  of  trust  on  part  of  the  property  of  the  said  testator,  to 
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indemnify  the  complainants,  and  did  so.  The  deed  of  trust  is 
also  made  an  exhibit.  The  bill  then  shows  that  complainants  took 
up  and  paid,  with  their  own  money,  about  eleven  thousand  dollars 
of  the  bills  of  exchange  drawn  by  defendant,  Cole,  upon  them, 
which  bills  of  exchange  had  been  discounted  by  complainants, 
and  a  portion  of  the  proceeds  appropriated  to  the  discharge  of  the 
debt  due  by  the  testator  to  James  C.  Ford.  The  remainder  had 
been  paid  over  in  cash  to  the  defendant,  Thomas.  The  three 
bills  of  exchange  taken  up  by  complainants  are  made  exhibits, 
but  not  filed. 

The  bill  then  shows  that  the  testator  in  his  life  time  bought  of 
the  state  of  Mississippi  sixteen  thousand  three  hundred  and  twen- 
ty dollars'  worth  of  land,  for  the  payment  of  which  he  executed 
his  notes,  with  H.  W.  Runnels  and  A.  Russell  as  sureties — that  he 
gave  a  mortgage  upon  the  said  land  and  divers  negroes  (the  same 
as  those  conveyed  to  the  complainants  by  the  defendant,  Thomas, 
as  executor)  to  the  said  Runnels  and  Russell,  to  secure  them, 
and  to  indemnify  them  for  their  suretyship.  A  copy  of  the 
mortgage  is  filed  as  an  exhibit  (No.  6.)  The  bill  chains  the  sol- 
vency of  the  estate  of  the  testator;  charges  that  Russell  and  Run- 
nels have  paid  no  part  of  the  money  due  the  state,  and  are  not 
damnified;  that  Runnels  is  dead,  and  Cary  D.  Runnels  his  ad- 
ministratrix; that  Russell  is  treating  the  mortgage  to  him  and 
Runnels  as  an  absolute  deed  of  trust,  and  is  proceeding  to  sell  the 
mortgaged  property  at  public  auction,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
mortgage.  The  bill  chaises  this  to  be  unlawful  and  ruinous  to 
the  complainants,  inasmuch  as  Russell  advertises  to  sell  for  ready 
money,  and  thereby  will  sacrifice  the  property,  in  itself  sufficient 
to  pay  both  debts.  Bill  prays  injunction,  and  that  the  property 
be  sold  by  order  of  court,  and  the  state  of  Mississippi  first  paid, 
and  then  the  complainants. 

To  this  bill  the  defendants  have  demurred. 

They  take  three  positions: 

First.  That  power  is  not  given  by  the  will,  as  alleged  in  com- 
plainants' bill,  to  the  executor,  to  raise  money  on  the  testator's 
estate,  and  to  execute  liens  thereon,  to  secure  the  payment  of  the 
money. 

Second.  If  the  power  is  given,  as  alleged  in  the  bill,  it  has  not 
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been  exercised  in  this  case,  as  no  such  lien  on  the  estate  of  the 
testatbr  has  been  made,  nor  the  money  advanced  to  the  estate  as 
required  by  will. 

Third.  The  mortgage  given  to  the  defendant,  Russell,  is  not  a 
mere  mortgage,  but  contains  a  power  of  sale,  and  Russell  was 
only  acting  within  the  power  conferred  upon  him,  and  the  sale  to 
be  made  by  him  would  have  been  lawful. 

If  the  defendants  succeed  in  either  of  these  positions,  the  in- 
junction must  be  dissolved  and  the  bill  dismissed. 

An  inspection  of  the  will,  marked  (No.  1,)  will  clearly  disprove 
the  allegation  of  the  bill  in  relation  to  the  power  conferred  on  the 
executor,  and  will  amply  sustain  the  first  position  assumed  by 
defendants.  The  fifth  item  of  the  will  is  the  one  relied  on  by 
complainants  as  containing  the  power  to  the  executors.  That 
item  only  gives  the  executors  power  to  iraise  money  on  the  faith 
of  the  estate  from  banks,  and  only  gives  them  power  to  exe- 
cute written  liens  upon  the  estate  when  the  indorsers  of  the  notes 
to  be  discounted  by  the  banks  may  require  it  for  their  security. 
The  bill  does  not  allege  the  complainants  to  be  bankers. 

The  rule  in  relation  to  powers  conferred  upon  executors,  by 
will,  over  real  estate,  is,  that  such  powers  must  be  strictly  pur- 
sued. The  executor  has  no  right  to  go  beyond  the  express  words 
of  the  power.  Vide  Story's  Eq.  2  vol.  323,  et  infra;  2  Starkie  on 
Ev.  661,  late  ed.  and  note  and  the  authorities  there  cited. 

In  the  second  place,  admitting  for  the  sake  of  argument  that 
there  was  a  general  power  given  to  the  executor  to  raise  money 
upon  the  faith  of  the  estate,  and  to  make  liens  accordingly,  it  is 
contended  by  the  defendants  that  that  power  has  not  been  exer- 
cised in  this  case — the  money  has  not  been  advanced  upon  the 
faith  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  of  the  testator,  nor  such  a 
lien  given.  The  bill  alleges  that  the  testator's  estate  was  indebted 
to  James  0.  Ford.  How  much  the  bill  carefully  avoids  set- 
ting forth.  To  pay  that  debt  defendant,  Thomas,  drew  bills  of 
exchange  on  the  complainants,  which  they  discounted  to  the 
amount  of  thirteen  thousand  five  hundred  and  forty-six  dollars 
and  thirty  cents,  the  nett  proceeds  whereof  were  applied,  first  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  debt  due  James  C.  Ford,  and  the  remain- 
der was  handed  over  to  the  defendant,  Thomas.    How  inuch 
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that  remainder  was  is  not  stated.  But  there  is  no  allegation 
in  the  bill  that  it  was  paid  to  the  said  executor,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  estate,  to  discharge  the  debts  of  the  estate,  or,  in  the  Ian* 
guage  of  the  will  and  power,  to  promote  the  interests  of  the 
estate.  For  aught  that  appears,  it  (the  remainder,  which  may 
have  been  nearly  the  whole  sum)  was  discounted  for  the  sole  and 
individual  benefit  of  the  said  Thomas,  and  was  so  used  and 
appropriated  by  him.  The  bill  further  alleges  that  defendant, 
Thomas,  paid  ttiem  a  certain  sum,  the  amount  not  specified,  in 
cash,  and  gave  new  bills  of  exchange  to  take  up  the  old.  The 
bill  does  not  state  that  these  new  bills  were  for  the  benefit  of  the 
testator's  estate,  or  even  that  they  were  in  payment  of  the  debt 
due  James  C.  Ford,  and  for  aught  that  appears,  the  sum  of  money 
paid  the  complainants  in  ^cash  was  even  greater  than  the  debt 
due  James  C.  Ford.  An  inspection  of  the  deed  of  trust,  No.  2, 
will  at  once  satisfy  the  court  that  it  is  not  given  in  accordance 
with  the  power  conferred  by  the  will,  but  is  in  the  individual 
right  of  the  executor.  The  estate  cannot  be  bound  by  it.  It  is  a 
firaud  upon  the  estate,  and  the  rights  of  the  defendant,  Russell, 
cannot  be  affected  by  it.  Wilson  v.  Throup,  2  Cowen  196;  Sin- 
clair f'.  Jackson,  8  Cowen,  826. 

Third.  The  defendants  contend  that  Russell  had  a  power  to 
sell  by  virtue  of  the  conveyance  to  him  and  Runnels.  The  deed 
to  them  contains  the  express  power.  They  need  not  wait  for  spe- 
cial injury.  The  notes  to  the  state,  the  bill  shows,  are  due.  Rus- 
sel  and  Runnels  were  authorised  to  sell  whenever  they  were  in 
danger  of  suit,  or  in  other  words  whenever  the  notes  were  due. 
This  time  had  arrived,  and  Russell's  action  was  within  the  power 
conferred  upon  him  by  the  deed,  and  therefore  lawful.  Vide 
Jackson  ex  dem.  Bartlett  v.  Henry,  10  Johns.  Rep.  185;  2  Cowen 
196;  Sims  v.  Hundly,  2  Howard  896.  The  law  is  likewise  posi- 
tively laid  down  in  England,  Sugden  on  Vendors,  marginal  pages 
367  and  358,  which  see. 

In  conclusion,  then,  defendants  say,  no  such  power  is  given  by 
the  will  to  mortgage  or  give  a  lien  upon  testator's  estate,  except  to 
the  securities  upon  such  notes  as  executors  might  have  to  give  to 
banks  to  obtain  their  discounts;  that  this  is  not  a  case  of  that 
kind;  that,  for  aught  the  complainants'  bill  shows,  the  renewed 
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bills  of  exchange  were  not  for  the  payment  of  the  debt  due  James 
C.  Ford  by  testator,  but  for  the  executor's  personal  advantage,  and 
therrfore  he  had  no  right  to  give  the  lien  upon  the  testator's  estate, 
even  if  the  power  to  do  so  were  general^  and  not  limited  to 
securities  upon  the  notes  to  banks;  and,  thirdly  they  refer  to  the 
above  cited  cases  to  show  Russell's  right  to  sell,  and  that  the  cir- 
cuit judge  ought  not  to  have  granted  the  injunction.  It  will  be 
observed  by  the  court  in  this  case,  the  bill  charges  no  fraud. 

Harrison  and  Holt  for  complainants. 

The  power  of  sale,  in  the  mortgage  to  Runnells  &  Russell,  be- 
ing joint  and  not  several,  has  not  survived  to  Russell;  and  he  has 
therefore  no  authority  to  execute  it  alone,  as  it  is  allied  in  the 
bill  he  is  attempting  to  do. 

Russell,  being  the  mortgagee,  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  make 
the  sale,  because  deeply  interested.  Under  such  circumstances,  it 
has  been  the  constant  practice  in  Virginia,  and  I  believe  in  Mis- 
sissippi, for  the  chancellor,  upon  application,  to  substitute  some 
person  who  stands  indiiferent  between  the  parties,  as  commissioner 
or  trustee  to  make  the  sale.  Chowning  v.  Cox  and  others,  1  Rand. 
306. 

Courts  of  law,  it  is  admitted,  treat  an  informal  or  defective  exe- 
cution of  a  power  as  a  nullity.  Courts  of  equity,  however,  act  very 
differently.  In  1  Story's  Eq.  181,  it  is  laid  down  that  <<if  there  be 
a  defective  execution,  or  attempt  at  execution,  of  a  power,  then 
equity  will  interpose  and  supply  the  defect — not  universally,  in- 
deed, but  in  favor  of  parties  for  whom  the  person  entrusted  with 
the  execution  of  the  power  is  under  a  moral  or  legal  obligation  to 
provide  by  an  execution  of  the  power,  or  a  bona  fide  purchaser^ 
creditor,"  &c.  Again:  page  184 — **Where  the  party  imdertakes 
to  execute  the  power,  but  by  mistake  does  it  imperfectly,  equity 
interposes  to  carry  his  very  intentions  into  effect,  and  that  too  in 
aid  of  those  who  are  peculiarly  under  its  protective  favor— crcrfi- 
tors^purchaaeriyfyc.^  Page  186 — "It  is  only  necessary  that  the 
intention  to  execute  the  power  should  clearly  appear  in  writing, 
as  if  the  party  execute  an  instrument y  which  he  could  only  do 
by  virtue  of  the  power  J^ 

The  bare  execution  of  the  mortgage  by  the  executor,  is  itself 
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conclusive  evidence  that  he  was  acting  by  virtue  of  the  power 
given  him  in  the  will;  because  without  the  power  there  given,  he 
would  have  had  no  authority  whatever  to  create  any  lien  upon 
the  estate.    There  has  been  a  substantial  compliance  with  the 
wishes  of  the  testator;  and  the  execution  of  the  power,  though 
not  literal^  has  accomplished  the  intent  and  object  of  the  party  in 
creating  it.    It  is  manifest  from  the  context  of  the  will,  that  it 
was  the  desire  of  the  testator  that  no  part  of  his  estate  should  be 
sold,  but  that  the  whole  should  be  kept  t<^ther,  cultivated  and 
improved  by  his  executors  until  the  year  1849,  wh^n  it  should  be 
divided  among  his  children.    He  was  involved  in  debt    To  pro- 
vide for  these  liabilities  and  otherwise  promote  the  interest  of  the 
estate,  he  foresaw  it  would  be  necessary  to  raise  money  upon  the 
credit  of  the  estate  itself.    He  therefore  gave  the  power  to  mort- 
gage it  to  those  who  mi^t  indorse  the  paper  of  his  executors  that 
should  be  discounted  by  the  banks.    Complainants,  though  not 
indorsers,  were  accommodation  acceptors  of  the  executors.    To 
secure  them,  if  not  within  the  letter,  certainly  was  within  the  in- 
tention of  the  power.    The  bills  they  accepted  were  "discounted," 
and  the  proceeds  applied,  in  part,  to  payment  of  debts  due  from 
testator  to  Ford,  and  balance  paid  to  the  executor.    It  is  not  mat- 
ter of  substance  that  complainants  were  not  bankers,  or  that  the 
money  was  not  loaned  by  banks.    The  leading  object  of  the  tes- 
tator is  effected  as  fully  as  if  the  funds  had  been  raised  from  the 
banks;  and  ttiis/ormal  defect  in  the  execution  of  the  power  will 
be  cured  by  the  chancellor  in  behalf  of  complainants,  who  ore 
mortgagees  or  purchasers  for  a  valuable  consideration^  and  who, 
in  addition,  should  be  substituted  to  the  rights  of  Ford,  a  creditor 
of  testator,  whose  claim  their  money  dischaiged. 

The  objection  that  the  bills  of  exchange  referred  to  are  not  filed, 
cannot  arise  on  demurrer.  Defendants  should  have  moved  to 
dismiss  the  bill  for  that  cause,  which  they  have  not  done.  The 
chancellor  has  a  right  to  give  time  for  filing  exhibits,  which  is . 
asked  on  part  of  complainants,  should  defendants  make  any  mo- 
tion upon  the  subject. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  bill  states  that  Samuel  Cole,  by  his  will,  gave  to  his  exe- 
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cutors — of  whom  the  defendant,  Thomas  J.  Cole,  was  one — ^power 
to  raise  money  upon  the  credit  of  his  estate,  by  making  notes  and 
discomiting  them  through  banks,  and  to  execute  liens  on  his  estate 
to  those  who  might  be  procured  as  indorsers  on  said  notes;  that 
the  defendant,  Thomas  J.  Cole,  is  the  only  executor  who  qualified, 
and  that,  acting  as  executor  with  reference  to  the  power  given 
under  the  will,  he  drew  various  bills  of  exchange  upon  the  com- 
plainants, as  commission  merchants,  which  they  allege  were  ac- 
cepted, discounted  and  paid  by  them;  that,  for  the  purpose  of  se- 
curing them,  he  gave  a  deed  of  trust  upon  the  real  and  personal 
property  of  his  testator;  that  Samuel  Cole,  in  his  life  time,  had  ex- 
ecuted a  mortgage  on  the  same  property  to  H.  W.  Runnells  and 
A.  Russell,  who  were  his  sureties  upon  a  large  debt  due  the  state; 
that  this  mortgage  gave  to  Runnells  and  Russell  the  power  of  sell- 
ing the  mortgaged  property;  that  Runnells  is  dead,  and  that  Rus- 
sell, as  surviving  mortgagee,  had  advertised  to  sell  under  the 
power  of  sale  for  ready  money. 

The  bill  charges  that  Russell  cannot  legally  sell  the  property, 
and  that  the  proposed  sale  would  be  ruinous  to  the  interests  of 
the  complainants,  and  prays  for  an  injunction  against  the  sale  by 
Russell,  and  that  the  property  may  be  sold  by  order  of  this  court, 
and  the  proceeds  marshalled  between  the  mortgage  to  Russell  and 
the  deed  of  trust  to  the  complainants. 

To  this  bill  there  is  a  demurrer,  and  several  questions  axe  rais- 
ed, which  dispose  themselves  into  the  following  inquiries: 

First.  Can  the  defendant,  Russell,  sell  under  the  power  of  sale 
in  the  mortgage  made  to  him,  without  the  aid  of  a  court  of  chan- 
cery? 

Second.  Supposing  the  power  to  be  given  in  the  will  of  Samuel 
Cole  in  the  form  contended  for  by  the  complainants,  could  it  be 
executed  by  Thomas  Cole  without  the  joinder  of  his  co-execu- 
tors, they  being  alive  and- not  having  refiised? 

Third.  Does  the  power  given  by  the  will  of  Samuel  Cole  to 
his  executors,  to  raise  money  upon  the  credit  of  his  estate  through 
banks,  authorise  ihem  to  raise  it  through  private  individuals? 

The  first  position  presented,  questions  the  right  of  a  mortgagee 
to  sell  under  a  power  of  sale  to  himself  in  the  mortgage.  The 
complainants  assume  that  he  cannot,  and  in  this  opinion  I  fully 
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concur  both  upon  principle  and  authority.  A  mortgagee  with 
power  of  sale,  is  placed  in  a  situation  where  his  duties  are 
in  open  conflict  with  his  interest,  and  where  the  temptation  to  act 
unfairly  and  oppressively  is  too  powerful  to  be  tolerated.  He  is 
the  trustee  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  with  absolute  power  to 
dispose  of  it  without  reference  to  the  will  or  interest  of  the  mort- 
gagor, (his  cestui  que  trust)  To  peraiit  him  to  exercise  such  a 
power,  would  be  to  allow  him  to  state  his  own  account,  to  deter- 
mine absolutely  upon  the  amount  due  him,  pronounce  a  decree  of 
sale  in  his  own  favor,  and  act  as  his  own  commissioner  in  the  exe- 
cution  of  it  He  is  made  the  judge  in  his  own  case,  and  under 
circumstances,  too,  not  very  favorable  to  an  impartial  decision. 
In  a  case  of  this  kind  before  Lord  Eldon,  referred  to  in  Powell  on 
Mortgages,  editor's  notes  p.  9,  his  Lordship  says: 

'^ow  can  it  be  right  that  such  a  clause  should  be  introduced 
into  a  deed  under  which  the  party  is  a  trustee  for  himself?  It 
must  be  recollected  tfaat-this  is  a  clause  not  to  be  acted  upon  by  a 
middle  person,  who  is  to  do  his  duty  between  the  mortgagor  and 
the  cestui  que  trusty  but  the  mortgagee  is  himself  made  the  trus- 
tee to  do  all  those  acts." 

In  Clay  v.  Willis,  1  Bam.  and  Cres.  364,  it  was  held  that  a  deed 
of  conveyance,  with  power  of  sale,  for  the  security  of  money 
loaned,  but  having  no  proviso  for  redemption,  was  a  mortgage 
with  the  right  of  equity  of  redemption.  The  same  doctrine  was 
held  in  the  case  of  Wright  v.  Rose,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  323.  In  1 
Randolph  306,  the  supreme  court  of  Yiiginia  fully  sustained  the 
grounds  taken  by  the  complainant. 

The  next  inquiry  is,  Was  there  a  proper  execution  of  the 
power  under  the  will  of  Samuel  Cole?  The  language  of  the  will 
by  which  the  power  is  conferred  is  in  these  words: 

^^ow  in  case  my  executors  shall  jointly,  at  any  time,  deem  it 
necessary,  for  the  promotion  of  the  interest  of  the  estate,  to  bor- 
row money  out  of  any  bank  or  banks,  in  such  case  I  hereby  will 
and  bequeath  the  power  to  the  said  executors  to  execute  a  note  or 
notes  in  their  character  of  executors,  payable  in  bank,  which  note 
or  notes  shall  be  binding  upon  my  estate;  and  in  case  it  shall  be- 
come necessary,  with  a  view  to  procure  indorsers  upon  such 
notes,  I  further  will  that  my  executors  may  give  liens  in  writing 
Vol.  I. — 6 
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to  such  indorsers,  upon  a  sufficient  portion  of  my  estate  to  in- 
demnify them." 

Was  the  drawing  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  discounting  it  with 
the  complainants  as  commission  merchants,  and  giving  them  a 
deed  of  trust  upon  the  property  of  the  testator,  such  a  compliance 
with  tliis  power  as  can  be  sustained  in  equity?    What  constitutes 
a  proper  execution  of  a  power,  is  said  to  depend  on  the  substan- 
tial intention  of  the  parties,  as  derived  from  the  grant  of  power 
itself;  and  in  furtherance  of  that  intention,  courts  will  usually 
place  a  liberal  and  equitable  construction  upon  the  instrument 
creating  the  power.    See  4  Kent  318,  and  authorities  there  cited. 
But  where  a  special  mode  of  executing  the  power  is  pointed  out 
and  defined,  there  can  be  no  room  for  construction;  that  mode 
must  be  strictly  complied  with,  and  especially  if  it  is  of  the  sub- 
stance of  the  execution  of  the  power.    1  Story's  Equity,  187;  4 
Kent's  Com.  329.     The  particular  mode  indicated  cannot  be 
superseded  by  substituting  what  may  be  deemed  its  equivalent; 
and  the  reason  of  the  rule  seems  to  rest  upon  the  undoubted  right 
of  the  person  who  creates  a  power  to  define  the  mode  of  its  exe- 
cution, and  to  place  upon  it  such  checks  and  restrictions  as  he 
may  choose.    Sugden  on  Powers,  205-6,  220-9 ;  17  Vesey,  464 ; 
3  East,  410.    Thus,  a  power  of  appointment  by  will  cannot  be 
executed  by  deed^  because  it  is  said  the  intention  of  the  power 
was  that  the  donor  should  retain  entire  control  over  its  execution 
imtil  his  death,  which  could  not  be  the  case  if  it  were  executed 
by  deed.    Reed  v.  Shei^old,  10  Tesey,  378, 380.    In  this  case  the 
designation  of  the  banks  as  a  source  of  loan,  was,  I  apprehend, 
not  merely  accidental  or  descriptive,  but  intended  as  a  substantial 
part  of  the  power.    The  negociation  of  loans  through  banks  is 
known  to  be  made  at  a  much  cheaper  rate  of  interest,  and  upon 
terms  much  more  favorable  as  to  time,  than  those  which  are  eflec- 
ted  through  private  individuals.    The  testator  may  have  been 
entirely  willing  to  resort  to  a  bank  for  a  loan  at  known  and  estab- 
lished rates  of  interest,  to  preserve  his  property  firom  sale,  when, 
if  the  alternative  had  been  presented  him  of  making  his  paper 
and  throwing  it  into  market  for  discount,  and  submitting  to  the 
ruinous  rate  of  exaction  usually  made  by  brokers  and  commission 
merchants  in  such  cases,  he  would  have  considered  the  sale  of 
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his  property  as  much  the  most  eligible  mode  of  extricating  his 
estate  from  debt.  If  the  power  to  laise  money  generally^  upon 
the  credit  of  the  estate,  had  been  given  by  the  will,  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  the  executor  might  have  adopted  whatever  mode 
his  discretion  suggested.  It  is  this  latitude  of  power  which  the 
testator  seems  to  have  intended  to  guard  against  Here  the 
executor  ^  restricted  to  a  particular  mode,  and  all  discretion 
is  cut  ofi.  It  is  certain  that  the  executor,  as  such,  possesses 
no  power  to  jdedge  the  estate  of  his  testator  for  the  loan  of' 
money,  nor  to  create  any  lien  upon  it  by  deed  or  otherwise.  Such  > 
power  can  only  be  exercised  where  expressly  given  by  the  will, 
and  if  it  be  special  in  its  character,  like  all  other  special  authority, 
it  must  be  strictly  pursued.  In  such  cases,  the  instrument  crea- 
ting the  power  must  determine  for  itself.  Where  power  is  given 
to  raise  money  by  mortgage,  and  a  particular  method  of  doing  it 
is  pointed  out,  it  would  seem  clearly  to  imply  a  n^fative  upcm 
every  other  mode.  1  Powell  on  Mortgages,  66-7,  74  and  note  2; 
2  P.  Williams,  13,  669;  Mills  v.  Banks,  3  P.  Williams,  6;  3  Bro. 
Ca.  503.  The  books  furnish  no  rule  of  construction  by  which  a 
power  restricted  and  special  in  its  teims,  can  be  construed  as  gen- 
eral and  discretionary  under  the  specious  notion  of  carrying  out 
the  intention. 

But  it  is  argued  that  there  has  been  a  substantial  execution  of 
the  power,  and  that  this  court,  in  aid  of  the  intention  of  the  gran- 
tor, would  supply  any  defect  arising  firom  a  mere  literal  departure 
from  its  terms.  It  is  true  that  acts  done  in  the  execution  of  a 
power,  not  strictly  in  accordance  with  its  terms,  nor  variant  from 
its  general  intent,  may  be  upheld  in  equity.  But  this  application 
of  the  remedial  justice  of  courts  of  equity  rests  upon  the  general 
jurisdiction  which  they  exercise  in  correcting  mistakes  and  in 
reforming  defective  instruments  so  as  to  make  them  correspond 
with  the  real  intention  of  the  parties.  YHiere  that  intention  is 
obvious,  courts  of  equity,  no  more  than  courts  of  law,  can  sanc- 
tion any  departure  firom  it.  It  is  only  where  the  language  of  an 
instrument  is  ambiguous  or  doubtful  in  its  application,  that  rules 
of  construction  are  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  extracting  the 
intention.  Judge  Story,  in  treating  of  the  relief  given  in  equity 
in  cases  of  defective  execution  of  powers,  remarks:   'In  all  these 
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cases  it  is  to  be  understood  that  the  intention  and  objects  of  the 
power  are  not  defeated  or  put  aside,  but  they  are  only  informally 
attempted  to  be  carried  into  effect  But  where  there  is  a  defect  of 
substance  in  the  execution  of  the  power,  equity  will  not  aid  the 
defect."  1  Story's  Equity,  187.  I  cannot  regard  the  acts  of  the 
executor  in  this  case,  viz :  making  a  bill,  having  it  discounted 
with  commission  merchants,  and  giving  a  deed  of  trusf  to  them 
to  secure  the  payment  thereof  as  being  either  in  conformity  with 
the  terms  of  the  will,  or  as  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  in- 
tention of  the  testator. 

This  view  of  the  case  renders  it  unnecessary  to  notice  the  other 
questions  presented  upon  the  argument  of  the  demurrer. 

I  have  felt  throughout  this  case  that  it  may  be  one  of  hardship 
upon  the  complainants,  and  would  have  been  gratified  could  I 
have  been  justified  by  the  authorities  in  coming  to  a  different  con- 
clusion. 

The  demurrer  must  be  sustained,  and  the  bill  dismissed. 
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£•  C.  Wilkinson  v.  Wiley  Davis's  Administrator. 

A  bond  with  IIm  fbUowing  condition  wis  held  to  be  Toid  for  Qnceitiinty :  "  The  eon- 
dition  of  this  obligation  ii  soch,  thitif  the  said  Wilej  Davis,  his  heirs,  ezecolon  or 
administrators,  ihaU  mslte  or  cause  to  be  mtde  to  the  said  Edward  0.  Wilkinson,  his 
heirs  or  sssigns,  a  good  or  valid  title  to  five  sectbns  of  land,  clsimed  by  ssid  Davis 
as  the  assignee  of  certain  Choctaw  Indians,  who  dsim  by  virtoe  of  the  fourteenth 
article  of  the  treaty  made  between  the  Choctaw  tribe  and  the  United  States,  at  Dan- 
cing Rabbit  Creek,  whensoever  the  said  Davis  shall  obtain  a  title  to  any  of  sud  lands 
hinnelf,  or  when  any  other  person  shall  obtain  a  title  for  his  use.  Then  this  oUig»> 
tion  to  be  void,  othenfnse  to  remain  in  fall  Ibroe  and  virtue." 

A  promisBoiy  note  given  in  consideration  of  a  title  bond,  with  the  above  condition, 
was  held  to  be  void,  and  the  note  and  bond  decreed  to  be  cancelled. 

When  a  party  representing  himself  as  <*  the  asngnee  of  certain  Choctsw  Indians^ 
who  were  entitled  to  certain  lands  by  virtue  of  the  fourteenth  artiele  of  the  treaty 
made  between  the  Choctaw  tribe  of  Indiins  and  the  government  of  the  United  States, 
at  Dancing  Rabbit  Creek,  in  the  state  of  MissisAppi,"  sold  the  said  land,  and  it  after- 
wards i^pesred  that  he  was  not  the  sssignee  of  said  Indians,  but  had  contracted  to 
become  their  aarignee  upon  certain  conditions,  which  he  had  not  complied  with ; 
held,  that  this  was  a  fraud,  and  the  contract  for  the  sale  of  said  land  was  decreed  to 
be  rescinded. 

Every  contract  for  the  conveyance  of  land  must  define  its  identity  and  nx  its  local- 
iTT,  or  there  must  be  such  description  of  the  land  that  parol  evidence  will  readily 
point  to  its  locality  and  boundaries. 

This  bill  was  filed  to  enjoin  proceedings  at  law,  and  to  rescind 
the  contract  on  which  the  same  was  based. 

The  bill  states,  that  on  the  28th  day  of  January,  1837,  Wiley 
Davis  represented  himself  to  be  the  assignee  of  the  Indian  title  to 
five  sections  of  land,  which  the  Indians  claimed  by  virtue  of  the 
treaty  of  Dancing  Rabbit  Creek,  and  proposed  to  sell  the  same  to 
complamant ;  and  that  complainant,  trusting  to  these  representa- 
tions, which  he  believed  to  be  true,  became  the  purchaser  of  the 
said  five  sections  for  the  sum  of  $4,800,  for  which  he  executed 
his  note,  and  that  Davis  gave  a  bond  to  convey  to  him  as  soon  as 
he  obtained  the  title  to  the  same,  or  whenever  any  person  for  his 
use  got  title. 
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It  States  that  these  representations  wereimtroe ;  that  said  Davis 
was  not  the  assignee  of  the  Indian  title,  but  that  John  Johnson 
wa^  the  purchaser  of  a  large  number  of  the  Indian  claims,  and 
agreed  to  let  Davis  have  a  limited  portion  of  them,  if  he  would 
advance  money  enough  to  Johnson  to  enable  him  to  secure  the 
titles  to  the  land  from  the  United  States;  that  Davis  never  did  ad- 
vance the  money,  or  comply  with  the  conditions  on  which  alone 
Johnson  agreed  diat  he  should  have  an  interest  in  the  same. 

The  bill  states  that  Davis,  on  the  same  day  he  sold  to  com- 
plainant, sold  to  several  other  persons  a  large  number  of  sections 
of  land,  which  he  claimed  to  hold  as  assignee  as  aforesaid ;  that 
he  was  not  the  assignee  as  he  stated,  and  thai  he  fraudulently  and 
&lsely  misrepresented  the  facts,  and  thus  imposed  upon  complain- 
ant 

It  also  states,  that  when  Davis  sold  the  said  land  it  was  held  by 
persons  who  claimed  adversely  to  his  claim,  and  that  the  sale  is 
therefore  void ;  that  Davis  is  dead,  and  that  the  defendant  admin- 
istered upon  his  estate ;  that  suit  upon  the  note  has  been  com- 
menced in  Yazoo  county  by  defendant.  It  prays  an  injunction 
of  the  suit,  and  at  the  final  hearing  a  perpetual  injimction,  and  a 
cancellation  of  the  note.  It  also  states  the  insolvency  of  Wiley 
Davis'  estate. 

The  answer  of  the  administrator  denies  all  fraud  or  misrepre- 
sentation by  intestate,  and  calls  for  proof;  and  states  his  belief 
that  complainant  knew  the  situation  of  intestate's  title. 

It  states,  that  a  number  of  Indians  applied  to  the  agent  of  the 
United  States  to  roister  their  names  under  the  treaty  referred  to 
in  bill,  in  order  to  entitle  them  to  a  grant  to  the  land ;  that  the 
agent  Med  to  do  so,  and  that  the  lands  which  the  Indians  were 
entitled  to  were  sold  improperly,  and  that  Davis  purchcised  or 
contracted  for  a  large  number  of  these  claims,  which  he  located 
on  more  than  five  hundred  sections  of  land,  and  that  the  intestate 
had  a  much  greater  interest  in  the  land  than  he  sold ;  and  that  in- 
testate's ultimate  title  depended  upon  the  action  of  Congress,  and 
that  no  final  action  by  that  body  has  yet  been  had.  It  admits 
that  the  note  mentioned  in  the  bill  was  given  for  the  five  sections 
as  stated  in  the  bill,  but  that  complainant  was  to  pay  $1900  more 
if  Congress  confirmed  the  claims.    It  neither  admitted  nor  denied 
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the  adverse  holding  charged  in  the  bilL  Exception  iras  taken  to 
it  on  that  account,  which  was  sustained,  and  time  given  to  an- 
swer ;  no  answer  was  filed,  and  ^pro  cof\fe9so  has  been  takea  as 
to  the  all^ation  that  the  lands  were  adversely  held  when  sdd.      * 

The  all^ations  of  the  bill  were  fully  sustained  by  depositions 
on  the  part  of  the  complainant  The  defendant  introduced  no 
efvidoioe  to  corroborate  his  answer. 

William  Yerger  for  complainant 

The  injunction  must  be  perpetual,  and  the  contract  rescinded. 

First  Because  of  the  fraudident  misrepresentations  of  Davis. 

Second.  Because  of  the  illegality  of  the  sale  of  the  land  which 
was  adversely  held. 

Thirdly.  Because  of  a  lEailure  of  consideration,  produced  by 
the  subsequent  rescission  between  Johnson  and  the  administrator. 

It  is  a  well  settled  rule  of  equity  that  fraud  vitiates  every  con- 
tract, and  where  one  party  has  been  deceived  by  the  fraudulent 
concealment  or  misrepresentation  of  any  material  part  of  a  con- 
tract, equity  will  relieve  by  rescinding  the  contract  1  Story  Eiq. 
200,etseq.  4  Yerg.  375.  3  Peters  R.  210.  13  lb.  26.  IDev. 
Eq.  R.  411.    Sugden  on  Sales,  26. 

2.  A  sale  of  lands  in  the  adverse  possession  of  another,  is  void 
by  the  common  law,  it  being  malum  in  se.  1  Hawk.  PI.  C.  470; 
1  Plowd.  R.  88;  2  Just.  563,  664;  7  Bing.  369;  8  John.  R.  479; 

1  Pick.  Dig.  133-4-6;  5  How.  413;  4  Kent's  Com.  448,  449;  5 
Pick.  R.  348;  2  Story's  Eq.  312,  313;  9  Jol^lS.  R.  66;  2  Johns. 
Gases,  68:  And  the  sale  being  void,  the  notes  given  for  the  pur- 
chase money  ore  void  also,  being  against  public  policy.  4  Kent's 
Com.  449,  note  and  cases  cited;  2  Story's  Eq.  312,  313;  2  Johns. 
Cases,  68;  Green  v.  Robinson,  by  High  Court,  Jan.  term,  1840; 

2  Swanston's  R.  167;  3  Dana,  201;  1  Story's  Eq.  296  to  300;  2 
Johns.  Cases,  68,  417;  1  Rand.  76, 11. 

Upon  the  third  point  I  need  not  cite  authorities.  The  adminis- 
trator being  unable  to  comply  with  his  contract  with  Johnson,  had 
the  right  to  rescind;  having  done  so,  he  places  it  forever  out  of 
the  power  of  Davis's  heirs  to  comply  with  the  contract  with  Wil- 
kinson.   1  A.  K.  Marshall,  434;  4  Cranch,  137. 
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W.  R.  Miles  for  complainant 

First  The  position  is  believed  to  be  correct,  that  an  actual  con- 
vej^ance  of  land^  of  which  there  is  adverse  possession^  was  void 
even  before  the  passage  of  the  act  of  Henry  YIII.  against  granting 
pretended  titles.  For  the  deed  could  not  operate  as  a  feoffinent, 
as  entry  could  not  be  made  to  release  seizen:  nor  could  the  use  be 
executed  to  the  possession,  so  as  to  enable  the  grantor  to  convey 
by  virtue  of  the  statute  of  Henry  VIH.  in  regard  to  uses. 

Second.  It  is  especially  so  since  the  act  of  Henry  VHI.  in  regard 
to  pretended  titles.  For,  although  that  statute  does  not,  in  terms^ 
avoid  the  deed,4>ut  is  merely  penal,  yet  when  an  act  of  parliam^oit 
forbids  an  act  under  a  penalty,  every  contract  made  for  such  mat- 
ter is  a  void  contract  See  1  Taunt  R.  136;  1  Rand.  98;  for  a 
penalty  implies  a  prohibition.  Here  neither  the  grantor  nor  any 
ancestor  was  ever  in  possession,  nor  any  purchaser  from  whom  he 
claims. 

Third.  This,  however,  is  not  an  actual  conveyance,  but  a  cov- 
enant to  convey,  6cc.  I  admit  that  equity  will  sometimes  enforce, 
or  has  enforced,  a  covenant  to  convey  a  possibility  when  it  arises; 
but  not  in  such  a  case  as  this — ^for, 

1st  It  will  be  upon  condition  that  the  party  seeking  the  en- 
forcement of  the  contract  has  first  done  all  it  was  incumbent  on 
his  part  to  perform.  Here  he  not  only  has  not  done  it,  or  offered 
to  do  it,  but,  as  the  proof  clearly  shows,  that  he  never  can  do  it 

2d.  And  besides,  the  contract  is  void,  as  fraudulent 

3d.  Besides,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  decree  the  performance 
of  a  contract  for  the  conveyance  of  a  possibility,  until  that  possi- 
bility exists — or,  more  properly,  actually  vests — for,  how  could  it? 

But  it  may  be  said  that  the  covenants  to  pay  and  to  convey 
were  independent.  It  is  admitted.  But  the  court  will  not  put 
the  complainant  to  his  defence  at  law,  for  the  contract  was  void 
in  its  inception;  void  for  fraud;  void  also  as  against  the  policy  of 
the  law.  But,  if  the  contract  were  not  void,  and  a  recovery  could 
be  had  at  law,  it  is  clear  that,  under  the  covenants  in  the  deed, 
which  complainants  would  have  a  right  to  insist  on,  by  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  complainants  could  recover  from  Wiley  Davis's 
administrator  the  amount  of  the  note  now  in  suit  And  thus,  by 
taking  cognizance  of  the  matter  fully  here,  multiplicity  of  suits 
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and  circuity  of  remedy  will  be  ayoided^  and  great  injtutice  too; 
since  it  is  alleged  in  the  bill,  and  not  contradictedy  that  the  e$iaie 
qf  Davis  is  utterly  insohent. 

Davis's  representations  as  to  facts,  ^rtiich  tuned  out  to  be  un- 
true, whether  founded  in  mistake  or  fraudy  afford  ground  tot 
relief,  and  even  for  a  rescission  of  the  contract  See  13  Pet  Bep. 
30,  Smith  v.  Richards.  For  the  complainant  had  no  means  of 
ascertaining  whether  they  were  true  or  not,  and  seems  to  hate 
confided  entirely  in  Davis's  representations. 

Mabsh  and  Atbes  for  defendant 

The  Chancellor. 

There  are  several  features  of  this  case  upon  which  the  injunc- 
tion must  be  perpetuated  and  the  contract  rescinded. 

The  bill  sets  up  that  W.  Davis  fraudulently  represented  himself 
as  the  assignee  of  certain  Choctaw  Indians,  who  were  entitled  to 
five  sections  of  land  under  the  14th  article  of  the  treaty  of  Dan* 
cing  Rabbit  creek.  That  he  so  represented  himself  is  ebown  by 
the  terms  of  his  own  bond,  and  by  the  testimony  of  Halsey,  who 
says  Davis,  infact,  had  no  assignment  fix>m  any  Indians  to  his 
knowledge,  except  for  a  half  section  of  land;  that  he  had  some  con* 
tingent  right,  by  virtue  of  a  sub-contract  with  Halsey  and  one 
Johnson,  but  that  the  contract  with  Johnson  was  never  complied 
with  by  Davis,  and  was  finally  rescinded  by  his  administrator. 
Johnson  also  proves  that  he  never  knew  of  any  assignment  of  an 
Indian  title  to  W.  Davis.  Robert  O.  Patrick  swears  '%at  he 
knows  that  Davis  had  no  shadow  of  right  or  title  to  any  Choctaw 
lands,  as  assignee,  firom  the  Indians,  either  in  law  or  equity;  that 
Davis  admitted  to  him  he  had  no  claim  until  certain  conditions 
were  performed  by  him,  which  were  never  performed.  There  is 
no  proof  that  Davis  was  the  assignee  of  a  solitary  Indian  title, 
except  some  negative  parol  proof,  which  is  inadmissible.  The 
defendants  should  have  adduced  their  written  evidence,  if  any,  of 
the  assi^hment  of  title  to  five  sections  of  land  from  the  Choctaw 
Indians.  It  was  incumbent  on  the  defendants  to  show  some  title 
or  right  or  contract  with  the  Indians  as  the  basis  of  their  intes- 
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tate's  bond,  especially  as  the  defendants  have  proved  negatively, 
as  far  as  it  could  be  proved,  that  Davis  had  no  title. 

But  I  think  the  complainant's  bill  may  be  sustained  upon  a 
ground  not  mentioned  on  the  trial.  The  contract  of  sale  to  Wil- 
kinson recites  that  the  five  sections  sold  were  a  part  of  thirty  sec- 
tions already  located,  but  at  what  point,  what  are  the  numbers  of 
the  sections,  townships  and  range,  is  entirely  omitted;  nor  is  this 
defect  cured  by  the  bond  for  title:  That  gives  no  other  designa- 
tion of  the  land  than  the  vague,  indefinite  and  uncertain  descrip- 
tion of  five  sections  of  land  claimed  by  Davis  as  assignee  of  cer- 
tain Indians,  claiming  under  the  14th  article  of  the  Dancing  Rab- 
bit creek  treaty. 

Are  not  the  bond  and  contract  void  for  uncertainty?  Every 
contract  or  deed  for  the  conveyance  of  land  must  define  its  iden- 
tity and  fix  its  locality,  or  there  must  be  such  description  of  the 
land  as,  by  the  aid  of  parol  evidence,  will  readily  point  to  its 
locality  and  boundaries.  But  if  the  contract  is  void,  by  reason  of 
the  uncertainty  in  the  description  of  the  subject  matter,  parol  evi- 
dence is  not  admissible  to  supply  the  omission.  Sug.  on  Vendors, 
114-^16;  4  Mass.  R.  206;  16  Mass.  R.  86;  1  Pick.  31. 

It  is  clear  that  a  bill  for  the  specific  performance  of  this  con- 
tract could  not  be  sustained.  What  sections  out  of  the  thirty, 
supposing  them  to  be  described,  would  the  court  decree  to  be  con- 
veyed? Wilkinson  could  maintain  no  action  at  law  upon  it  for 
damages.  The  rule  in  such  cases  is,  the  value  of  the  land  to  be  con- 
veyed at  the  time  when  the  conveyance  should  be  made.  But 
what  land  would  the  proof  be  du:ected  to,  to  prove  its  value?  The 
contract  gives  no  clue. 

The  injunction  must  be  perpetuated,  and  the  contract  rescinded. 
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Isham  Daniel  v.  Jacoway  et  ah    Board  of  Police  of 
Neshoba  county. 

Where  a  tract  of  land  was  granted  to  the  Board  of  County  Police  *<  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  the  county  of  Neshoba,  for  acounty  nte  for  a  court  house,  dec"  and  the 
Board  of  Police  entered  upon  the  land,  built  a  court  house,  laid  off  town  lots  and 
sold  them,  byt  subsequently  removed  the  county  site  and  court  house  from  the  said 
tract  of  land ;  held,  that  the  land  revetted  to  the  grantor. 

In  the  year  1836,  Isham  Daniel  executed  the  following  deed : 
"  This  indenture,  made  the  third  day  of  June,  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  thirty-six,  between  Isham  Daniel,  of  the  county  of 
Neshoba,  and  state  of  Mississippi,  of  the  one  part,  and  Benjamin 
J.  Jackoway,  James  Wilson,  Temple  Tullas,  William  Young,  and 
Aaron  Parker,  members  of  the  Board  of  Police  of  the  coimty 
aforesaid,  of  the  other  part,  witnesseth.  That  the  said  Isham 
Daniel,  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  one  dollar  to  him 
in  hand  paid,  the  receipt  whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged,  hath 
granted,  bargained,  sold,  donated,  conveyed  and  confirmed,  and 
by  these  presents  doth  grant,  bargain,  sell,  donate,  convey  and 
confirm  unto  the  said  parties  of  the  second  part,  and  to  their  suc- 
cessors in  ofiice  forever,  a  certain  tract  or  parcel  of  land,  lying  and 
being  in  the  county  of  Neshoba,  to  wit,  (here  describing  the  land,) 
containing  eighty  acres  more  or  less,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
county  of  Neshoba  aforesaid,  for  a  county  site  for  a  court  house, 
ice.  To  have  and  to  hold  the  same  to  the  party  of  the  second 
part  and  their  successors  in  ofilce  forever,''  6lc.  Isham  Daniel 
files  this  bill  for  a  reconveyance  of  the  land  to  himself,  alledging 
that  the  trust  for  which  the  same  was  conveyed  has  been  defeated 
by  the  trustee's  own  act. 

The  following  are  the  &cts  agreed  upon  by  counsel,  and  on 
which  the  case  was  submitted  to  the  chancellor. 

"  It  is  agreed  that  the  Indenture  set  out  in  the  bill  was  made  by 
the  complainant  to  the  parties  therein  for  the  purposes  therein  ex- 
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pres&ed,  and  for  the  consideration  named.  It  is  agreed,  that  the 
consideration  of  one  dollar  is  nominal,  and  that  it  was  not  in  fact 
ever  paid.  It  is  agreed,  that  complainant  delivered  possession  un- 
der said  deed  to  defendants.  It  is  agreed,  that  defendants  took 
possession  of  the  land  named  in  said  deed,*  and  that  they  did  build 
a  court  house,  and  establish  a  seat  of  justice  on  said  land,  and  that 
said  court  house  and  seat  of  justice  remained  there  for  a  limited 
time,  that  lots  were  laid  off  and  sold,  and  a  town  called  Camden 
established ;  that  since  that  time  the  Board  of  Police  for  the  coun- 
ty of  Neshoba  removed  the  seat  of  justice  three  miles  off  to  Phil- 
adelphia, the  said  seat  of  justice  and  court  house  for  said  Neshoba 
county  having  been  kept  at  Camden  six  or  eight  months.  It  is 
agreed,  that  the  only  understanding  or  agreement  between  the 
parties  whatever  in  relation  to  the  permanency  of  said  court  house 
and  seat  of  justice,  or  in  relation  to  the  reversion  of  said  land  to  the 
grantor,  is  contained  in  the  deed  aforesaid,  upon  the  construction 
of  which,  and  the  fiicts  hereby  agreed,  the  rights  of  these  parties 
rest.  It  is  agreed,  that  said  tract  of  land  in  said  deed  mentioned, 
was  situated  in  the  midst  of  a  considerable  tract  of  land  of  com- 
plainant. It  is  also  agreed,  that  complainant  has  sold  this  tract  of 
land  since  the  establishment  of  said  seat  of  justice  at  Camden,  and 

while  it  remained  there,  to  one ,  and  that  said has 

run  off,  and  has  not  yet  paid  for  the  same,  and  is  insolvent.  It  is 
also  ag^reed,  that  the  lots  so  sold  in  Camden  have  been  transferred 
by  the  purchasers  back  to  said  Board  of  Police,  who  gave  to  the 
purchasers  in  lieu  thereof  lots  in  Philadelphia  aforesaid. 

Hays,  Yerger,  and  Forester, 

Counsel  for  defendant. 

Danl.  Mates,  for  complainant. 

Daniel  Mates  for  complainant. 

The  authorities  referred  to  by  the  defendant  are  not  considered 
by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  applicable  to  the  case.  They  all  merely 
treat  of  the  circumstances  under  which  estates  tail  become  fee 
simple,  or  estates  upon  condition  subsequent  become  fee  simple 
absolute,  instead  of  estates  on  condition.  Their  only  purpose  is 
to  define  and  ascertain  what  quantity  of  estate  the  grantee  has. 
The  case  in  10th  Peters,  like  the  others,  only  presents  a  question, 
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did  the  title  vest  at  law  upon  perfoiming  a  condition  subBsquent? 
which  is  indeed  no  question  at  all,  as  I  humbly  conceiye.  There 
was  no  question  whether  the  soveieign  nmking  the  grant  might  not 
have  resumed  it;  for  the  title  having  vested,  by  performance 
of  the  condition,  the  sovereign  could  only  have  resumed  the  thing 
granted  by  the  appropriate  proceeding  by  scire  facias  to  divest 
the  estate;  and  the  sovereign,  Spain,  having  acquiesced,  that  ques^ 
tion  could  not  arise  after  the  treaty  of  cession  between  the  United 
States  and  Spain.  Had  it  been  however  a  question  open  and 
made  in  the  case,  I  concede  that  the  title  vested  absolutely  upon 
perfoiming  the  condition,  and  that  it  could  not  have  been  resumed 
according  to  the  principles  of  the  common  law.  The  condition 
of  the  grant  was  expressed — ^the  whole  condition  performed;  the 
giant  was  to  Coppinger,  not  in  trust,  but  in  his  own  right,  to 
vest  upon  a  valuable  consideration  to  pass  and  which  did  pass 
from  him. 

Very  different  is  the  present  case ;  and  being  so,  it  is  to  be  de- 
termined upon  different  principles. 

Here  the  deed,  by  its  delivery,  passed  an  estate  in  fee  to  the 
grantees,  to  hold,  not  for  themselves  or  in  their  own  right,  but  as 
public  functionaries  in  trust  for  a  public  purpose,  to  wit:  "for  the 
use  and  benefit  of  the  county  of  Neshoba  aforesaid,  Jbr  a  county 
site  for  a  court  house^^  &c.  The  question  then  here  is  only  the 
plain  and  simple  question,  whether  property  conveyed  in  trust  for 
a  public  purpose  shall  revert  to  the  grantor  when  that  purpose  is 
at  an  end,  or  the  object  of  the  grant  has  failed.  To  cite  authority 
on  such  an  A,  B,  C  question  in  the  law,  seems  to  me  a  work  of 
supererogation.  It  is  in  principle  the  case  of  a  corporation  dis- 
solved. .  There  the  land  reverts  to  the  grantor.  Why?  Because 
the  purpose  of  the  grant  has  failed.  Or  of  a  gift  to  charitable 
uses,  where  the  charity  fails :  the  reason  being  the  same,  the  law 
is  tfie  same. 

Even  if  the  doctrine  before  adverted  to  was  not  conclusive  of 
the  case,  the  leading  and  indeed  the  only  inducement  to  the  con- 
veyance by  the  complainant  has  failed  by  the  act  of  the  grantees, 
and  it  would  be  against  the  plainest  dictates  of  sound  morality 
that  they  should  hold  the  land. 

'The  application  to  a  court  of  equity  for  a  rescission  or  specific 
Vol.  I.-^ 
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execution  of  a  contract,  is  not,  strictly  speaking,  a  matter  of  abso- 
lute right,  upon  which  the  court  is  bound  to  pass  a  final  decree. 
But  it  is  a  matter  of  sound  discretion  to  be  exercised  by  the  court, 
either  in  granting  or  refusing  the  relief  prayed,  according  to  its 
own  notion  of  what  is  reasonable  and  proper,  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  particular  caseJ*  2  Story's  Equity,  4,  and 
authorities  there  cited. 

If  the  grantees  accepted  the  deed,  intending  a  removal  of  the 
seat  of  justice,  it  was  a  fraud  that  should  vacate  the  contract.  If 
they  supposed  it  a  permanent  location,  and  the  public  interest 
required  a  removal,  it  was  a  case  of  giving  and  receiving  a  con- 
veyance under  a  mistake,  which  should  produce  a  rescission.  See 
2  Kent'sJCom.  469;  480,  487. 

It  was  conveyed  to  the  grantees  and  their  successors,  in  trust 
^Yor  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  county  of  Neshoba,"  not  generally, 
but  for  a  specific  purpose,  viz:  "for  a  county  site  for  a  court-house, 
^c."  He  who  gives  may  declare  the  law  or  fix  the  terms  of  his 
gift,  and  it  cannot  be  appUed  otherwise.  2  Fonblanque,  210, 
marginal  paging,  Philad.  ed.  of  1831,  in  note;  Dartmouth  College 
V.  Woodward,  4  Wheat  637;  Roper  on  Legacies,  title  Charity. 

William  Yerger  for  defendants. 

The  fa^ts  in  this  case  are  agreed,  by  which  it  appears  that  a 
gift  was  made  of  a  piece  of  ground,  for  the  purpose  of  building  a 
court  house  and  laying  off  a  town.  This  was  done,  and  the  town 
was  subsequently  removed  to  another  place.  It  is  contended  that 
the  land  reverts  to  the  donor. 

It  is  contended,  for  the  defendants,  that  it  does  not  revert,  be- 
cause the  grant  was  made  on  condition  that  a  court  house  should 
be  built  and  a  town  laid  off;  which  was  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  vesting  of  the  right,  the  rule  in  which  case  is,  that  as  soon 
as  the  condition  is  performed  the  right  becomes  absolute  an4  ^in- 
conditional,  and  completely  under  the  control  of  the  donee.  1 
Cruise's  Dig.  76,  76;  2  ib.  30;  Plowden's  Rep.  236,  241;  7  Coke's 
Rep.  346;  10  Peters  309. 

The  case  in  10  Peters  309  is  precisely  similar  to  the  present. 
The  Spanish  governor  of  Florida  granted  to  the  defendant  a  quan- 
tity of  land  and  the  timber  on  it,  for  the  building  of  a  mill,  upon 
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the  condition  that  ontil  the  mill  was  built  the  grant  should  not 
take  effect  The  mill  was  built  and  kept  in  operation  a  short 
time,  but  has  since  been  allowed  to  decay,  and  was  not  kept  in 
operation  longer  than  a  year  or  so.  Held  by  the  court— that  the 
title  in  fee  was  comfdete  when  the  mill  was  built.  The  coimsel 
for  the  defendants  believe  that  the  for^^oing  authorities  fully 
establish  the  position  that  when  an  estate  is  granted  upon  condi- 
tion, it  becomes  absolute  in  the  grantee  the  moment  the  condition 
is  performed. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  complainant  conveyed  a  tract  of  land  in  the  county  of  Ne- 
shoba to  the  defendants,  as  a  board  of  county  police,  as  the  deed  ez- 
I»esses  it,  Hot  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  county  of  Neshoba  afore- 
said, for  a  county  site,  dec."  The  deed  was  duly  executed  and 
delivered,  and  the  police  court  proceeded  to  lay  out  town  lots  and 
build  a  court  house'.  Shortly  afterwards  the  board  of  police 
removed  the  seat  of  justice  to  another  place,  some  three  or 
four  miles  off.  Upon  this  state  of  things  the  complainant  files  his 
bill  against  the  defendants  for  a  reconveyance^  upon  the  ground  of 
the  fiulure  of  the  condition  and  purposes  for  which  it  was  made. 
The  defendants  resist  the  applicati(ni,  and  insist  that  the  building 
of  a  court  house  and  location  of  a  county  town  on  the  land  was  a 
condition  precedent^  and  having  been  performed,  the  title  vested 
absolutely  and  unconditionally  in  fee  simple. 

Froni  the  construction  which  I  place  upon  the  deed  as  recited  in 
the  bill,  the  locating  the  county  site  was  most  clearly  a  condition 
subsequent  The  granting  words  of  the  deed  are  in  presently 
and  the  title  passed  upon  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  deed, 
subject  to  the  purposes  expressed  on  the  face  of  the  deed.  A  con- 
dition precedent  is  one  which  must  take  place  or  be  performed 
before  the  estate  can  vest.  Subsequent  conditions  are  those 
which  operate  upon  estates  already  created  and  vested,  and  which 
render  them  liable  to  be  defeated.  Here  there  was  not  a  substan- 
tial compliance  with  the  subsequent  condition.  The  defendants 
took  the  land,  not  absolutely,  but  in  trust,  for  the  use  and  benefit 
of  the  county  of  Neshoba,  for  a  county  site,  court  house,  dx^. 
But  the  county  for  whose  use  it  was  conveyed  has  refused  to  appro- 
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priate  the  land  to  the  purposes  expressed  in  the  deed.  Can  the 
defendants,  then,  set  up  an  absolute  estate  In  themselves,  when 
the  trust  upon  which  the  land  was  conveyed  has  wholly  failed,  and 
this,  too,  by  their  own  act?  Or  will  the  title,  like  a  conveyance  in 
trust — ^void  under  the  statute  of  mortmain — ^result  back  to  the 
grantor,  or  his  heirs?  They  certainly  have  no  right  to  hold,  ex- 
cept upon  the  very  terms  expressed  in  the  trust.  Are  not  the 
principles  of  this  case  altogether  analagous  to  those  which  obtain 
in  a  case  where  a  voluntary  grant  has  been  made  to  a  corporation, 
and  where,  upon  a  dissolution  of  the  corporation,  the  title  to  the 
thing  granted  would  revert  back  to  the  grantor? 

I  consider  the  construction  of  the  deed  to  be,  that  the  defend- 
ants were  to  hold  the  land  for  the  xjjse  of  the  county  so  long  as  the 
county  used  it  for  a  county  site  and  court  house.  It  was  a  con- 
tinuing and  subsisting  trust,  not  put  an  end  to  by  building  a  court 
house.  If  I  am  right  in  this  construction,  it  distinguishes  it  at 
once  from  the  case  in  10th  Peters.  The  grant  in  that  case,  by  its 
very  terms  was  to  take  effect  upon  the  j)erfoirmance  of  a  single 
condition,  to  wit :  the  comjdetion  of  a  mill.  Suppose  the  terms 
of  the  grant  in  that  case  had  have  been  to  be  held  and  used  as  a 
mUl  site,  the  rule  would  doubtless  have  been  different,  as  in  the 
case  of  5th  Hammond,  Ohio  Rep.  389,  where  it  was  held  that  a. 
conveyance  on  condition  that  the  grantee  should  keep  a  saw  and 
grist  mill  on  the  land.  Doing  business  is  a  valid  condition,  and  a 
failure  to  perform  forfeits  the  condition.  But  I  find  the  question 
in  this  case  has  been  directly  settled  in  the  supreme  court  of 
Louisiana,  (18  Martin's  Rep.  221,)  where  it  was  held,  that  if  land 
be  given  on  the  condition  that  the  public  buildings  o^  the  parish 
be  erected  thereon,  the  title  would  revert  to  the  donor  upon  the 
seat  of  justice  of  the  parish  being  removed  under  the  sanction  of 
an  act  of  the  Legislature,  passed  subsequent  to  the  grant.  Police 
Jury  vs.  Beeves.  The  principles  of  this  case  are  decisive  of  the 
one  now  under  consideration. 

A  decree  must  be  made  for  the  complainant,  according  to  the 
piay^  of  the  bill,  and  at  defendant's  costs. 
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Where  there  has  been  »  pqrment  of  the  purchtte  monej,  and  the  vendee  haa  been 
let  into  poaiefleion  of  land  aold  ander  a  parol  contract,  and  ao&red  to  make  valu- 
able improrementa  theieoQ,  these  drcomstances  are  sufficient  to  take  the  ease  out 
of  the  operation  of  the  slalNite  of  fraods,  and  warrant  a  decree  for  a  spedAe  pef- 
fiirmanee  of  the  parol  contract 

Where  the  contract  was  written  out,  and  one  of  the  parties  promised  to  rfgn  it,  but 
was  prevented  \j  his  death ;  held,  that  this  was  an  ezoeption  to  the  statute  of 
frauds. 

An  acknowledged  exception  to  the  statute  of  frauds  is  where  the  contract  was  intended 
to  be  reduced  to  writing,  according  to  the  statute,  but  is  prevented  by  the  fraud  of 
one  of  the  parties,  or  by  unavoidable  aeddent 

This  bill  was  filed  to  enforce  the  specific  perfoimance  of  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  a  town  lot,  in  the  city  of  Jackson,  which  con- 
tract failed  to  be  executed  in  writing-in  consequence  of  the  death 
of  the  vendor.  The  history  of  the  case  is  given  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court.  Two  of  the  defendants  demurred  to  the  bill,  relying 
upon  the  statute  of  frauds. 

Wm.  Yerqer  for  the  demurrer. 

D.  Shelton  contra. 

The  first  position  taken  by  complainant  is,  that  the  heirs  of 
James  C.  Dickson  shall  be  charged  upon  the  contract;  because 
there  is  a  memorandum  in  writing,  not  by  the  party  charged,  but 
by  "  a  person  by  him  thereunto  lawfully  authorized." 

The  memorandum  in  writing,  exhibit  A.,  is  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  the  land,  made  in  the  name  of  both  partners,  by  one  co-ten- 
ant, and  signed  by  him  alone. 

This  alone,  without  some  evidence  of  ratification  of  the  contract 
by  Dickson,  would  not  charge  him.  It  is  not  necessary  to  prove 
that  that  authority  was  given  before  the  contract  was  made.  It  is 
sufficient  if  we  prove  that  he  adopted  it  subsequently.  We  charge 
three  distinct  facts,  evidencing  his  adoption  of  the  authority  to 
make  said  contract  in  writing.  1st.  Putting  in  possession.  2d. 
Sufiering  improvements.  3d.  Indorsement  of  the  notes;  one  of 
which  facts  is  evidenced  by  writing.  The  rule  of  law  is,  an  adop- 
6* 
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tion  of  the  agency  in  one  part,  is  an  adoption  of  the  whqlov'act. 
An  act  cannot  be  affirmed  as  to  that  which  is  beneficial,  and  re- 
jected as  to  the  remainder.    2  Str.  269. 

But  independent  of  the  law  of  agency,  this  case  is  taken  out  of 
the  statute  of  frauds,  by  part  performance.  To  make-this  avail- 
able, a  contract  must  be  shown  and  part  performdnce  estab- 
lished. 

Upon  that  question  must  the  contract,  and  the  .terms  of  it,  be 
specifically  established?  There  is  a  contrariety  among  the  au- 
thorities. Chancellor  Kent,  in  the  case  of  Pa<5khurst  v.  Voncordt- 
land,  (1  J.  C.  K)  contends  that  not  only  the  contSract  but  a  specifi- 
cation of  its  terms  must  be  proved,  in  the  ,4same  case,  in  the 
supreme  court  of  New  York,  that  €Ourt  holds  that  from  the  fact 
of  part  performance  ti  contract  may  bo^  presumed,  and  that  the 
court  will  in  every  case  determine  what  that  contract  was,  from 
the  pleadings  and  evidence  before  it.  And  give  relief  accordingly. 
14  J.  R.  31.  And  these  principles  are  respectively  to  be  found 
running  through  the  reports  of  these  two  courts.  'Tis  not  for  me 
to  decide  between  them.  Either  \i  sufficient  for  my  purpose;  for 
not  only  the  contract  but  the  terms  of  it  are  established  by  the 
bill.  They  put  complainant  in  possession — they  suflFered  him  to 
make  valuable  improvements,  ^^  Dickson  transferred  the  notes  by 
his  own  endorsement:  the  first  recognizes  some  contract,  the  last 
the  particular  contract.  "That  such  a  recognition  is  conclusive 
against  him,  see  Niven  v,  Belknap,  2  J.  R.  573. 

As  to  the  part  performance,  perhaps  the  broad  position  may  be 
taken,  that  though,  the  parol  contract  be  proved,  and  performance 
established,  yet  we  are^t  entitled  to  relief.  There  are  some  de- 
cisions in  Tennessee  le^ing  to  this  doctrine;  but  it  has,  through- 
out the  Union  and  in  England,  been  so  repeatedly  decided  other- 
wise, that  it  has  becdme  the  settled  law  of  the  land.  It  has  been 
otherwise  decided  in  England. — See  any  volume  of  Ves.  Jr.  and 
the  Law  Library,  No.  on  Frauds,  p.  .  It  has  been  otherwise 
decided  in  New  York.— See  2  J.  R.  587.  14  J.  R.  43.  1  J.  C.  R. 
and  many  others.  It  has  been  decided  otherwise  in  Maryland. — 
See  4  Harw.  and  McHenry,  43  and  252.  It  has  been  otherwise 
decided  in  superior  court  of  United  States.  I  believe  it  has  been 
otherwise  decided  in  every  state  of  the  Union  except  Tennessee. 
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The  acts  of  part  performance  stated  in  the  hill,  are  the  patting 
in  possession  as  owner,  suffering  them  to  improve,  and  a  full  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  money.  That  these  are  acts  of  part  per* 
formance,  see  14  J.  R.  43.    2  J.  R.  687.    Fonb.  Eq. 

But  it  may  be  urged  that  the  only  ground  of  relief  is  fraud  in 
the  original  purchase  and  deceit  by  the  vendor.  This  is  not  law. 
The  fraud  against  which  this  court  will  relieve,  may  consist  in  re- 
sisting the  completion  of  an  agreement  partly  performed.  1  J. 
C.  R.  149. 

The  judges  say,  if  the  party  has  been  silent  when  justice  de- 
manded that  he  should  speak,  the  court  will  not  suffer  him  to  speak 
when  justice  demands  that  he  should  be  silent. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  bill  states  that  on  the  28th  of  January,  1836,  the  complain- 
ant, together  with  one  J.  W,  Barnes,  contracted  with  Isaac  Cald- 
well for  the  purchase  of  lot  No.  2,  in  square  No.  2  south,  in  the 
town  of  Jackson;  that  said  lot  belonged  jointly  to  said  Caldwell 
and  one  James  C.  Dickson;  that  he  and  said  Barnes  executed  their 
two  several  promissory  notes  for  the  consideration  money,  payable 
to  said  Caldwell  and  Dickson,  one  due  on*  the  1st  January,  1836, 
the  other  on  the  1st  January,  1837,  and  that  he  received  a  bond 
to  make  title  when  the  purchase  money  should  be  paid.  The 
bond  upon  its  face  purports  to  be  the  joint  bond-  of  Caldwell  and 
Dickson,  but  is  signed  by  Caldwell  alone,  from  whom  it  was 
received.  The  bill  alleges  that  Dickson  agreed  to  sign  the  bond, 
but  was  prevented  from  doing  so  by  his  death;  that  the  complain- 
ant was  put  in  possession  of  the  lot  by  Caldwell  and  Dickson; 
that  Dickson  ratified  and  confirmed  the  sale  by  subsequently 
transferring  to  Caldwell  his  interest  in  the  notes  aforesaid,  as  by 
permitting  lasting  and  valuable  improvements  to  be  made  on  the 
lot;  that  he  has  fully  paid  off  and  discharged  the  purchase  money; 
that  the  complainant  has  purchased  out  the  interest  of  Barnes  to 
said  lot;  that  Caldwell  and  Dickson  are  both  dead.  This  bill  id 
filed  against  their  heirs  and  legal  representatives,  to  enforce  a  con- 
veyance of  the  title  to  said  town  lot.  To  this  bill  two  of  the  de- 
fendants, Joseph  W.  Miller  and  Martha  his  wife,  (who  is  one  of 
the  heirs  of  James  C.  Dickson,)  have  filed  a  demurrer,  and  upon 
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that  demurrer  the  case  is  submitted,  according  to  the  practice  of 
this  court.  The  defendants  insist  that  the  case,  as  to  them,  is 
within  the  statute  of  frauds,  the  contract  resting  in  parol;  and  it 
is  assumed  as  a  general  position,  that  part  performance  of  such  a 
contract  is  not  sufficient  to  take  it  out  of  the  operation  of  the  sta- 
tute referred  to.  Whatever  diversity  of  opinion  may  exist  as  to 
the  policy  of  courts  of  equity  sanctioning  any  departure  from  the 
strict  terms  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  yet  exceptions  to  its  operation 
have  been  so  long  and  so  uniformly  sustained  by  an  almost  unbro- 
ken current  of  both  English  and  American  authorities,  that  I  do 
not  feel  m3rself  at  liberty  to  strike  out  any  new  rule  upon  the  sub- 
ject. The  ground  upon  which  these  exceptions  have  been  admit- 
ted is,  that,  to  permit  a  party,  imder  peculiar  circumstances,  to 
avail  himself  of  the  statute,  would  be  a  fraud  upon  the  opposite 
party,  and  a  perversion  of  the  object  of  the  statute  itself.  1  John. 
Ch.  R.  131;  2  ibid.  Ill;  14  Ves.  386;  14  John.  R.  16;  4  Pet  U. 
S.  Rep.  311. 

What  facts  and  circumstcmces  will  create  such  an  exception,  has 
been  a  question  of  sonie  difficulty  and  embarrassment  in  practice, 
upon  which  the  authorities  are  not  altogether  uniform;  as,  whe- 
ther the  payment  of  a  part  or  the  whole  of  the  purchase  money 
was  sufficient,  I  consider  the  weight  of  authority  against  either 
branch  of  the  proposition,  where  there  is  no  other  circumstance  to 
induce  the  interference  of  the  court.  3  Ves.  379,  380;  1  Sch.  and 
Lef  40, 41.  But  where  there  has  been  a  payment  of  the  purchase 
money,  and  the  vendee  has  been  let  into  possession  under  the  con- 
tract, I  have  found  no  respectable  authority  that  did  not  hold  these 
circumstances  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of 
the  statute,  and  to  warrant  a  decree  for  a  specific  performance  of  a 
parol  contract.  3  Atk.  1;  2  Ball.  &  B.  348;  6  Har.  &  John.  288; 
Ellis  V,  Ellis,  Dev.  Eq.  180;  Wilde  v.  Pox,  1  Rand.  165;  1  Black£ 
68;  6  Wheat  628;  1  Bm.  218;  2  Cai.  Ca.  E.  87. 

In  the  case  now  before  me,  it  is  distinctly  alleged  that  the  entire 
purchase  money  has  been  paid,  and  that  possession  of  the  lot  was 
given  under  the  contract,  thus  bringing  it  within  the  pale  of  the  ^ 
authorities  referred  to. 

There  is  another  allegation  in  the  bill,  which  I  think  places  it 
beyond  the  reach  of  the  statute  of  frauds.    It  is  alleged  that  Dick- 
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son  agreed  to  sign  the  bond,  but  was  prevented  by  his  death.  An 
acknowledged  exception  to  the  statute  is  where  the  agreement  is 
intended  to  be  reduced  to  writing  according  to  the  statute,  but  is 
prevented  by  the  fraud  of  one  of  the  parties.  New.  on  Con.  c.  10, 
179  to  197;  1  P.  Wm.  618.  And  so  I  apprehend  the  rule  would 
be,  where,  as  in  this  case,  the  contract  was  written  out  and  one  of 
the  parties  promised  to  sign  it,  but  was  prevented  by  inevitable 
accident.  See  2  Story's  Eq.  79.  It  is  the  peculiar  province  of 
courts  of  equitjr  to  relieve  against  accidents  as  well  as  fraud.  It 
is  alleged  also  that  the  complainants  have  made  valuable  improve- 
ments  upon  the  lot.  This  has  been  repeatedly  held  as  an  act  of 
part  performance.  3  Yes.  378;  1  John.  Ch.  274;  3  Paige,  646.— 
Whetfier  these  aU^fations  can  be  proved,  is  a  question  that  does 
not  arise  in  the  present  inquiry.  A  part  perfonnance  has  no  other 
effect,  except  that  the  plaintiff  is  thereby  let  in  to  prove  the  con- 
tract otherwise  than  by  writing.    1  Pet.  C.  C.  Rep.  380. 

I  think,  then,  that  the  ground  of  demurrer  are  not  well  taken. 
Although  a  bill  seeking  the  enforcement  pf  a  parol  contract  for 
land,  without  other  circumstances,  is  a  proper  subjecr  of  demui^ 
ler,  yet  if  the  bill,  besides  the  agreement,  states  matter  in  avoid- 
ance of  the  statute,  such  as  part  performance,  a  demurrer  will  not 
lie:    Harris  v.  Ejiickerbacker,  6  Paige,  638. 

The  demurrer  must  be  overruled,  with  leave  to  answer. 
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Wlien  any  deacriptioii  of  wiitmg,  eyidenciiig  liabilitj  on  the  poit  of  the  maken, 
whether  it  be  oominerciftl  peper,  %  epecialty,  or  other  form  of  ]«g«l  obUgatioii»  has 
become  extingouhed  or  diechaiged  by  sobae^uent  eventa,  aa  by  payment  or  other- 
wiae,  80  that  the  writiiig  haa  become  fundut  officio,  but  where  ita  existence  in  an 
uncancelled  atate  mi^^t  aubjeet  the  maker  to  vezAtiona  litigation  at  a  distance  of 
time,  when  the  eyidenoe  of  aacfa  eztinguidmient  or  diKharge  may  hare  been  loet, 
or  ao  obaenred  aa  to  render  the  parties  less  able  to  repel  the  daim ;  in  all  theae  caaes 
a  court  of  equity  will  extend  its  prerentiye  justioe  to  call  out  of  existence  an  instru- 
ment which  oo^t  not  to  be  used  and  enforced,  or  where  it  is  against  ^cooadenoe  to 
peimit  the  party  holding  it  to  enfbroe  it 

Although  %  plaintijflr  in  equity  cannot  demand  by  one  bill  aeyeral  matters  of  diflferent 
natures  against  sereral  defendants,  yet  when  one  general  right  is  claimed  by  the 
bill,  although  the  defendants  may  haTO  aeparate  and  distinct  righta,  a  demuner  will 
not  hold. 

The  &cts,  as  set  forth  in  this  bill,  are  as  follows. 

In  the  year  1837,  E.  R.  Anderson,  since  deceased,  applied  to 
complainant  to  become  security  to  a  note  for  $700  or  thereabouts, 
to  be  discounted  by  the  Mississippi  and  Alabama  Rail  Road  Com- 
pany; and  at  another  time  in  said  year  he  also  applied  to  com- 
plainant to  become  security  to  a  note  for  $2,000,  to  be  discounted 
by  the  same.  Both  of  these  notes,  the  first  falling  due  the  16th 
of  January,  1838,  the  other  due  the  6th  of  April,  1838,  were  sign- 
ed by  complainant :  the  last  note  was  signed  in  blank,  because 
Anderson  desired  that  it  might  be  so  to  enable  him  to  get  $2,000 
nett  upon  the  note,  and  did  not  know  what  would  be  the  amount 
for  which  to  fill  up  the  note  to  yield  that  sum,  according  to  the 
mode  of  discount  adopted  by  the  bank;  and  Anderson  assured 
complainant  that  it  should  not  be  filled  up  to  nett  more  than 
$2,000.  Complainant  also,  with  Anderson,  about  the  same  time, 
signed  a  note  for  $3,000,  as  security  for  Terrell,  which  fell  due  on 
the  1st  of  March,  1838,  and  was  discounted  by  the  company. 
Complainant  heard  nothing  of  these  notes,  and   supposed  they 
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were  paid,  until  sometime  in  Norember,  1836,  when  he  was  in- 
foimed  that  Anderson  had  filled  up  the  blank  intended  to  be  for 
|2,000  with  the  sum  of  $10,000.  Startled  by  this  information, 
complainant  called  upon  Anderson,  who  admitted  the  fact,  but 
stated  that  he  had  delivered  to  the  company  three  hundred  and 
fifty  bales  of  cotton  to  pay  the  note  of  $700  and  $10,000,  and 
whatever  balance  might  remain  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  the 
$2,000  note;  and  that  the  bank  had  agreed  with  him,  in  consider- 
ation of  his  delivering  said  cotton  to  be  shipped  to  Europe  and 
sold  under  the  scie  direction  and  control  of  the  bank  or  its 
agents,  and  the  proceeds  to  be  used  by  the  said  bank  in 
exchange,  &c.  in  order  to  procure  specie  for  the  bank;  that 
the  cotton  should  be  sold  to  best  advantage  &c.;  and  that  said 
note  should  remain  in  bank,  and  Anderson  not  be  called  upon 
to  pay  any  balance  until  return  of  the  sales  of  the  cotton 
should  be  received.  Complainant  afterwards  called  at  the  bank, 
and  learned  firom  the  officers  the  truth  of  Anderson's  statement — 
the  receipt  of  two  hundred  and  sixty-seven  bales  of  cotton,  and 
that  the  accounts  of  their  agents  would  most  probably  show  the 
receipt  of  the  whole — and  that  satisfied  with  this  statement  com- 
plainant returned  home,  believing  he  would  not  be  troubled  about 
the  matter  any  more,  which  was  so,  until  the  death  of  Anderson 
in  Texas  in  October,  1839;  that  then  the  directors  of  said  compa- 
ny settled  the  matter  among  themselves — sold  the  cotton  for 
specie — ^used  the  money  and  exchange  for  their  own  benefit,  how 
or  when  he  knows  not — and  so  demeaned  themselves  as  to  make 
their  own  issues  almost  worthless;  that  then  they  declared  the 
said  notes  unpaid  and  transferred  them  as  collateral  security,  &c., 
and  as  complainant  believes  to  prevent  said  notes  being  paid  in 
their  own  currency.  And  that  when  said  notes  were  discounted 
the  said  company  adopted  a  mode  of  calculating  their  discounts 
by  which  they  discounted  at  a  rate  greater  than  seven  per  cent 
per  annum— that  said  notes  having  less  than  twelve  months  to 
run,  were  intended  to  be  discounted  at  seven  per  cent,  which 
fraudulent  practice  was  unknown  to  complainant  imtil  lately;  and 
that  the  agreement  of  said  company  with  Anderson  to  deliver  the 
cotton  for  raising  specie,  and  to  let  said  notes  lie  over  till  accounts 
of  the  sale  of  the  cotton  was  had,  was  made  without  the  consent 
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of  complainant;  that  by  this  agreement  the  matter  was  taken  en- 
tirely out  of  the  control  of  complainant  or  Anderson;  that  the 
said  notes  were  held  up  till  said  Anderson  and  Terrill  both  be- 
came insolvent  and  unable  to  protect  complainant;  that  if  com- 
plainant had  been  advised  after  the  notes  became  due,  that  he 
should  have  them  to  pay,  he  could  have  indemnified  himself;  and 
that  the  said  agreement  was  not  executed  in  good  faith;  that  in- 
stead of  selling  the  cotton  soon  after  they  had  it  in  market,  and 
when  the  proceeds  of  sale  would  have  paid  said  notes,  they  held 
it  up  until  the  price  of  cotton  was  reduced — and  instead  of  selling 
it  when  they  could  have  got  forty  dollars  per  bale  for  it,  they 
placed  it  imder  the  control  of  the  United  States  Bank  of  Pennsyl- 
vania or  some  other  concern,  to  hold  it  up  to  answer  some  stock 
jobbing  scheme  unknown  to  complainant,  by  which  it  was  retain- 
ed till  it  became  a  mere  drug  and  they  were  compelled  to  sell  it 
at  a  great  sacrifice;  that  also  in  some  instances  during  the  time 
they  sold  cotton  for  more  than  fifty  dollars  per  bale;  and  that  the 
complainant  does  not  know  what  the  cotton  of  said  Anderson  sold 
for,  nor  what  amount  of  exchange  said  company  is  willing  to  give 
the  notes  credit  for,  and  insists  that  the  said  bank  is  bound  to  al- 
low the  price  which  said  cotton  could  have  sold  for  at  any  time 
after  they  had  it  in  market,  and  to  account  for  both  foreign  and 
domestic  exchange  at  the  rates  at  which  it  was  selling  when  they 
could  have  drawn  upon  it.  And  that  in  January,  1839,  after  the 
cotton  was  delivered,  the  said  bank  was  willing  and  agreed  to 
credit  said  debts  at  the  rate  of  forty  dollars  per  bale,  averaging  the 
bales  at  four  hundred  pounds  weight,  and  to  credit  the  foreign  and 
domestic  exchange  at  the  current  rate,  which  would  have  paid 
said  debts,  which  agreement  he  thought  had  been  carried  into  ef- 
fect, till  sometime  after  the  death  of  said  Anderson  he  was  in- 
formed by  good  bank  authority  that  since  their  sales  had  fallen  off 
the  said  bank  would  not  adhere  to  it;  and  that  since  he  learned  of 
the  contract  between  said  Anderson  and  said  bank,  he  has  taken 
but  little  interest  in  the  matter,  except  to  have  it  settled  and  the 
notes  cancelled,  because  he  considered  the  agreement  to  hold  up 
the  notes  until  the  cotton  was  sold  entirely  released  him  from  any 
liability  in  said  note;  and  that  anything  he  has  done  since  was 
under  the  expectation  that  the  cotton  would  pay  the  notes,  and  he 
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would  thus  be  relieYed  from  any  legal  controversy.  And  that 
since  he  has  learned  the  conduct  of  the  bank  in  transferring  those 
notes,  he  has  little  faith  in  the  kind  of  justice  they  would  mele 
out  to  him  in  any  settlement  he  would  seek,  for  they  have  notes, 
cotton,  money,  and  exchange,  and  all  the  papers  in  their  posses- 
sion; and  that  complainant  being  only  security,  and  having  no 
knowledge  of  the  matter  except  what  he  has  learned  by  chance, 
deems  himself  incompetent  to  contend  with  them,  and  therefore 
prefers  bringing  the  matter  immediately  before  this  court.  And 
that  the  note  of  $3,000  has  been  transferred  to  the  president, 
directors,  &  co.  of  the  Planters'  Bank  of  Mississippi,  by  which  it 
is  now  held.  And  that  the  said  Planters'  Bank  held  of  the  issues 
of  the  Brandon  Bank  about  $20,000,  to  secure  which  she  trans- 
ferred to  said  Planters'  Bank  notes  or  bills  receivable  to  the 
amount  of  about  $200,000,  including  this  note;  that  it  was  doubt- 
less their  intention  thus  to  coerce  the  payment  of  that  amount  in 
good  currency,  instead  of  her  own  issues;  and  that  the  said  bank 
had  no  power  to  transfer  said  notes.  That  the  other  two  notes 
have  been  transferred  to  a  certain  Robert  Crozier,  for  what  pur- 
pose he  knows  not  That  no  person  has  taken  out  letters  of 
administration  on  the  estate  of  said  Anderson. 

To  this  bill  the  defendants  demurred,  and  assigned  the  f&llow- 
ing  causes: 

1.  Want  of  equity  on  the  ftce  of  the  bill. 

2.  The  three  notes  in  question  aie  held  by  three  different  par- 
ties who  have  privity  of  interest 

3.  As  to  the  note  held  by  the  Planters'  Bank,  there  is  no  equita- 
ble matter  alleged.) 

4.  No  suit  has  been  instituted  or  threatened  at  law. 

5.  The  complainant  has  a  good  defence  at  law. 

6.  The  security  has  no  right  to  the  notes. 

Montgomery  and  Botd  for  Planters'  Bank. 

On  behalf  of  the  demurrer  of  the  Planter's  Bank  we  offer  a 
remark  or  two,  leaving  the  other  parties  to  defend  themselves  as 
they  may  be  advised.     ' 

Garrett  is  the  security  with  Anderson  on  Terrill's  note  for 
$3,000,  which  was  made  to  be  discounted  and  was  discounted  by 
Vol.  I.— 7 
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the  Brandon  Bank.  There  are  two  other  notes  named  in  the  bill, 
said  to  be  held  by  Crozier,  but  with  which  the  Planters'  Bank 
has  nothing  to  do.  In  these  two  notes  there  appears  to  have  been 
some  fraud,  and  if  the  bill  is  correctly  framed  we  hope  the  chan- 
cellor will  grant  relief  to  the  party;  but  the  note  held  by  the  Plan- 
ters' Bank  is  entirely  free  from  any  difficulty.  There  is  no  fraud 
averred  as  to  that,  and  no  part  of  the  agreement  between  the 
Brandoi>Bank  and  Anderson  related  to  it,  but  only  to  his  own 
notes,  which  were  those  first  named  in  the  bill,  and  which  alone 
he  provided  for  by  the  cotton.  The  other  note,  being  for  Terrill's 
benefit,  was  left  for  him  to  provide  for. 

The  simple  state  of  facts  as  to  the  Planters'  Bank,  is,  that  they 
have  received  the  $3,000  note,  with  other  securities  from  the 
Brandon  Bank,  to  secure  a  debt  of  $200,000,  which  that  bank 
owe«  them. 

No  suit  has  been  brought  on  the  note,  but  complainants  think 
if  an  account  is  taken  between  the  Brandon  Bank  and  Anderson, 
a  co-surety  with  him  on  the  note,  it  would  appear  that  the  whole 
or  part  of  said  note  was  paid.  This  would  not  make  the  note  void, 
and  if  the  Planters'  Bank  sue  on  it,  it  will  be  well  to  show  the 
payment  at  law,  but  it  is  a  new  ground  of  equitable  interference, 
to  setmp  payment  of  notes  not  sued  on,  and  claim  a  cancellation, 
in  whole  or  part. 

The  other  parties  may  have  equitable  rights,  but  none  are  pre- 
tended against  the  Planters'  Bank. 

Wm.  Yerger  for  complainant. 

This  case  presents  a  fair  case  for  relief  in  equity.  The  com- 
plainant has  a  clear  right  to  an  account  from  the  Mississippi  and 
Alabama  Railroad  Company  of  the  sales  of  the  cotton,  and  to 
have  the  proceeds  credited  on  the  notes,  and  the  same  delivered 
up  to  be  cancelled,  if  they  have  been  paid,  as  alleged  in  the  bill. 
The  cancellation  and  delivery  up  of  void^instruments  is  a  familiar 
branch  of  equity  jurisdiction,  and  equity  will  relieve  even  though 
the  party  might  have  obtained  relief  at  law. 

Owing  to  the  complicated  nature  of  these  transactions,  com- 
plainant could  not  defend  himself  at  law  on  the  $3,000  note, 
without  an  account  of  the  sale  of  the  cotton.    If  the  amount 
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received  from  the  cotton  was  sufficient  to  pay  all  three  notes, 
complainant  had  a  right  to  have  them  all  cancelled  and  delivered 
up.  The  bill  alleges  that  the  cotton  was  sufficient,  and  he  had  a 
right  to  an  account  from  the  bank  in  reference  to  it.  Sessions  v. 
Jones,  decided  at  the  January  Term,  1842,  of  the  High  Court;  1 
Story's  Equity. 

The  Chancellor.  • 

This  case  was  submitted  on  the  demurrer  of  the  Planters'  Bank. 
It  is  said  this  is  not  a  case  where  the  court  can  exercise  the  juris- 
diction of  decreeing  an  invalid  or  void  instnunent  to  be  delivered 
up.  It  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  where  any  des- 
cription of  writing,  evidencing  liability  on  the  part  of  the  maker, 
whether  it  be  commercial  paper,  a  specialty,  or  other  form  of  legal 
obligation,  has  become  extinguished  or  discharged,  by  subsequent 
events,  as  by  payment  or  otherwise,  so  that  the  writing  has  be- 
come functus  officio,  but  where  its  existence  in  an  uncancelled 
state  might  subject  the  maker  to  vexatious  litigation  at  a  distance 
of  time,  when  the  evidence  of  such  extinguishment  or  dischai^ 
may  have  been  lost  or  so  obscured  as  to  render  the  party  less  able 
to  repel  the  claim;  in  all  these  cases  a  coiurt  of  equity  will  extend 
its  preventive  justice  to  call  out  of  existence  an  instrument  which 
ought  not  to  be  used  or  enforced,  and  where  it  is  against  con- 
science to  permit  the  party  holding  it  to  retain  it.  Wynne  v.  Cal- 
lander, 1  Rus.  R.  293;  Reed  v.  Bank  of  Newbury,  1  Paige  R.  215; 
7  Ves.  20,  21 ;  2  Story's  Eq.  10, 14. 

There  can  be  no  distinction  in  principle  between  an  instrument 
originally  void  and  one  which  has  become  invalid  or  has  been  dis- 
charged by  events  subsequent  to  its  execution.  In  either  case  the 
instrument  would  have  no  just  and  legal  existence.  The  ground 
upon  which  the  court  interferes,  being  to  prevent  a  fraudulent  or 
improper  use  of  the  instnunent,  and  to  give  security  against  un- 
just future  litigation  upon  it.  The  same  reason  must  apply  with 
equal  force  to  both  cases.    2  Sto.  Eq.  14. 

The  next  ground  of  demurrer  which  I  shall  notice,  is  that 
which  alleges  the  bill  to  be  multifarious,  there  being  a  supposed 
misjoinder  as  to  the  defendants.  Although  a  plaintiff  in  equity 
cannot  demand  by  one  bill  several  matters  of  different  natures 
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against  several  defendants,  yet  when  one  general  right  is  claimed 
by  the  bill,  although  the  defendants  may  have  separate  and  dis- 
tinct rights,-a  demurrer  will  not  hold.  Milf.  PI.  181, 182.  Here 
the  several  notes  which  the  complainant  claims  to  have  delivered 
up  by  reason  of  their  having  been  paid,  were  all  made  by  the 
complainant  and  others,  and  all  payable  to  the  Mississippi  and  Al- 
abama Railroad  Company.  The  defendants  obtained  the  notes 
from  that  bank. 

^  It  is  also  alleged  that  a  payment  was  made  to  the  Mississippi 
and  Alabama  Railroad  Company  by  Anderson,  which  was  intend- 
ed equally  for  the  satisfaction  of  all  the  notes.    This  statement  of 
the  case  places  it  clearly  within  the  rule  above  laid  down. 
The  demurrer  must  be  disallowed, 
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Sitler  and  Johnson  v.  Walker. 

• 

The  interest  of  one  partner  in  partnership  property  may  be  taken  and  sold  under  an 
execution  at  law  on  a  judgment  against  such  partner,  for  his  separate  debt;  and 
equity  will  not  stop  such  sale  by  injunction  until  the  partnership  accounts  are  tako^ 
and  liquidated.  * 

The  only  interest  covered  by  such  an  execution,  is  the  interest  of  the  partner  after  the 
payment  of  the  partnership  debts. 

The  purchaser  of  such  property  becomes  a  tenant  in  common  with  the  other  partner, 
and  does  not  thereby  acquire  a  right,  ipso  facto,  to  a  division  or  separate  possession 
of  the  property  so  purchased,  but  takes  it  cum  onere. 

When  the  interest  of  a  partner  is  sold  under  an  execution  at  law,  the  sheriff  does  not 
seize  the  property  sold,  but  the  same  is  retained  by  the  other  partner,  subject  to  the 
Hen  of  the  partnership  claims. 

Some  time  previous  to  thtf  month  of  May,  1837,  Joseph  M.  Sit- 
ler, who  was  a  member  of  the  mercantile  firm  of  "Sitler  &  John- 
son," indorsed  a  promissory  note,  in  connexion  with  others,  for  one 
Benjamin  Williams,  for  the  sum  of  $1131.  At  the  May  term, 
1837,  of  the  Madison  circuit  court,  John  H.  Walker,  the  payee  of 
the  note,  obtained  a  judgment  at  law  against  Sitler  and  the  other 
parties  to  the  note.  On  this  judgment  an  execution  issued,  and 
was  levied  on  a  slave,  the  partnership  property  of  Sitler  &  John- 
son, who  filed  their  bill  in  chancery,  stating  the  above  facts,  and 
also  that  their  entire  partnership  property  was  not  suflicient  to  pay 
their  partnership  debts. 

The  bill  also  prayed  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  sale  of  the 
said  slave,  which  was  granted  by  J.  R.  Nicholson,  circuit  judge. 

The  defendant.  Walker,  filed  his  answer,  admitting  the  execu- 
tion of  the  note,  judgment  and  execution  thereon,  and  the  levy  on 
the  slave,  but  says  he  does  not  know  that  the  slave  levifed  on  was 
partnership  property;  but  if  it  was,  insists  that  the  same  was  lia- 
ble to  his  execution. 

The  defendant  then  moved  to  dissolve  the  injunction  on  bill 
.  and  answer. 
7* 
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Oxf  and  Bates  for  defendant 
J.  P.  Shaw  for  complainants. 

The  Chancellor. 

This^case  was  submitted  on  a  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction 
therein. 

The  bill  is  filed  to  enjoin  the  sale  of  partnership  propprty,  levied 
on  for  the  debt  of  the  separate  creditor  of  one  of  the  individual 
partners.  The  principle  is  now  considered  generally  settled,  al- 
though there  are  exceptions  to  the  contrary,  that  the  interest  of 
one  partner  in  the  partnership  property  may  be  taken  and  sold 
under  an  execution  at  law  on  a  judgment  against  such  partner  for 
his  separate  debt;  and  equity  will  not  stop  such  sale  by  injunc- 
tion, until  the  partnership  accounts  are  taken  and  liquidated.  The 
only  interest  covered  by  such  an  execution,  is  the  interest  of  the 
partner  after  the  payment  of  the  partnership  debts.  Any  one 
purchasing  such  property  becomes  a  tenant  in  common  with  the 
other  partner,  and  does  not  by  such  purchase  acquire  a  right,  ipso 
facto,  to  a  divisiwi  or  separate  possession  of  the  property  so  pur- 
chased, but  takes  it  cum  onere.  The  sheriff  does  not  seize  the 
effects.  The  other  partner  retains  possession,  subject  to  the  lien 
of  the  partnership  claims.    2  John.  Ch.  R.  648;  16  John.  R.  106. 

The  injunction  must  be  dissolved. 
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Heard  v.  Evans  and  Isham,  and  Isham  and  Blanchard 
V.  Heard  and  Evans. 

A  mortgage  lien  can  only  be  raised  by  a  re-conveyanee  from  the  mortgagee,  or  by  an 
absolute  payment  of  the  mortgage  money. 

When  a  mortgage  was  giyen  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  note,  and  the  note  before  it 
matured  was  cancelled  and  another  substituted  in  its  place— held,  that  the  mort* 
gage  could  be  enforced  for  the  payment  of  the  note  so  substituted. 

On  the  13th  of  August,  1835,  Heard,  the  complainant,  agreed 
to  sell  John  M.  Evans,  640  acres  of  land,  for  which  Ev- 
ans was  to  pay  $2,300,  the  payment  of  which  was  to  be  secur- 
ed by  Evans'  note  payable  the  first  day  of  January,  1838, 
and  by  a  mortgage  on  the  land  sold,  and  also  on  three  eighths  of 
land.  In  pursuance  of  that  agreement,  on  the  9th  of  November, 
1835,  the  note  was  made  and  mortgage  executed.  Subsequently 
Heard  surrendered  said  note,  so  secured  by  mortgage,  to  Evans, 
and  took  two  other  notes  in  lieu  thereof,  which,  when  paid,  were 
to  be  a  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage.  These  notes  weire  not  paid, 
and  in  December,  1837,  Evans  took  them  up  and  gave  his  own 
note  in  their  stead,  payable  January  1, 1838,  leaving  the  transact 
tion  as  it  originally  stood.  Before  the  mortgage  fell  due  Evans 
sold  the  land  to  Daniel  M.  Isham,  and  gave  him  possession. 
Evans'  note  for  the  original  purchase  money  was  not  paid  at 
maturity,  and  he  filed  his  bill  to  foreclose  the  mortgage. 

At  the  same  time  Arthur  Isham  and  S.  S.  Blanchard  filed 
iheir  bill  against  Evans  and  Heard,  charging  that  Evans  had  sold 
the  land  covered  by  the  mortgage  of  Heard  to  them;  that  Heard 
had  agreed  with  Evans  to  release  the  mortgage  on  said  land,  and 
had  cancelled  the  original  note,  to  secure  the  payment  of  which 
the  mortgage  was  given,  but  subsequently  refused  to  cancel  the 
mortgage  of  record,  and  asserted  his  right  to  enforce  the  same. 

The  bill  also  prayed  that  the  mortgage  should  be  cancelled. 


% 
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TWer  evidence  in  the  case  is  sufBciently  set  forth  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court/ 

Pryor  Lea  for  complainant  Heard. 

The  cases  are  submitted  on  bills,  answers,  and  proofs,  as  on 
bill  and  cross  bill,  (by  consent.) 

Heard  seeks  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  given  to  him  by  Evans, 
while  Isham  and  Blanchard,  purchasers  under  Evans,  seek  to  pre- 
vent the  foreclosure,  and  to  have  the  mortgage  treated  as  ^^exiin- 
gtdshedj''  or  as  ^^postponed^^^  in  reference  to  the  adverse  claims  of 
these  sub-purchasers. 

Heard  says  that  he  never  has  received  satisfaction  for  the  mort- 
gage money;  that  the  debt  is  yet  a  subsisting  demand  against 
Evans;  that  the  mortgage  has  never  been  discharged  by  any 
entry  on  the  record,  and  is  yet  in  full  force.  He  insists  that  the 
substitution  of  the  note  of  Evans  for  part,  and  of  Doctor  Jones 
for  part  of  the  amount,  in  place  of  the  first  note,  did  not  make,  in 
fact  or  in  law,  any  satisfaction  of  the  debt  secured  by  the  mort- 
gage: that  the  last  note  given  by  Evans  to  Heard,  in  place  of 
these,  was  not  the  creation  of  a  new  debt,  but  merely  a  recog- 
nition of  the  old  debt,  which  remained  the  same  debt  secured  by 
the  mortgage,  under  all  the  forms  of  the  other  papers  or  secu- 
rities. 

On  the  other  hand,  Isham  and  Blanchard  say,  that'the  surrender 
to  Evans  of  the  first  note,  on  taking  the  other  in  place  of  it,  was 
an  ^^extinguishmenV^  of  the  mortgage.  But  if  not  of  itself  an 
extinguishment,  it  became  so  in  connection  with  an  agreement 
verbally  made  between  Heard  and  Evans,  that  it  should  be  such 
extinguishment.  But  further,  if  not  an  extinguishment,  and 
leaving  the  mortgage  capable  of  being  enforced  as  against  Evans, 
yet  the  sub-purchasers  are  in  a  better  condition  than  Evans,  and 
the  mortgagor  will  be  postponed  to  them,  because  of  the  surren- 
der of  the  original  note,  the  verbal  promise  of  Heard  jus  Xb  the  ex- 
tinguishm^t,  and  the  want  of  express  notice  from  Heard  that  he 
would  insist  on  his  mortgage,  more  especially  as  to  Isham,  whose 
negociation  for  part  of  the  land  was  known  to  Heard  before  he 
surrendered  the  first  note. 

As  to  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage  money,  there  is  no  pre- 
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tence  of  any  actual  payment,  nor  is  there  any  pretence  of  satis- 
fiiction  on  record,  except  by  the  notes  of  Evans  and7ones  substi- 
tuted for  the  first  note,  and  which  were  substituted  by  the  last 
note  of  Evans.  But  this  is  no  satis&ction,  for  the  substitution 
of  one  security  for  another  is  no  satis&ction  of  a  debt 

The  Chancellor. 

These  two  cases  are,  by  agreement  of  counsel,  submitted 
tt^ther,  to  be  considered  of  as  an  original  and  cross  bill,  as  t 
the  relief  respectively  prayed  by  the  parties,  complainants  and 
defendants.  The  bill  of  Heard  states  that  in  August,  1835,  he 
sold  and  conveyed  to  the  defendant,  Evans,  divers  lots  and  par- 
cels of  land  for  the  sum  of  three  thousand,  two  hundred  dollars. 
That  in  November  of  the  same  year  he  took  firom  Evans  his  note 
for  that  sum,  pa3rable  January  1,  1838,  as  also  a  mortgage 
on  the  land  so  sold,  and  on  other  lands  belonging  to  EvanSi 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  payment  of  said  note.,  That 
the  mortgage  was  duly  recorded;  that  for  the  accommodation  and 
convenience  of  Evans,  he  subsequently  surrendered  to  him  said 
note  of  $3,200,  and  took  in  lieu  thereof  a  note  on  one  Wm.  S. 
Jones  for  part,  and  a  new  note  from  Evans  for  the  remainder, 
with,  as  he  alleges,  the  express  understanding  that  this  transaction 
was  not  in  any  way  to  impair  his  mortgage  lien.  That  the  note 
on  Jones,  not  being  paid  at  maturity,  was  returned  to  Evans,  as 
well  as  Evans'  second  note;  that  thereupon  Evans  executed  a 
third  note  for  the  sum  of  $3,200,  thus  placing  the  matter  in  its 
original  form.  That  the  defendant,  Isham,  has  since  purchased  a 
portion  of  said  mortgaged  premises  fro]|i  Evans.  And  that  the 
defendant,  Blanchard,  purchased  the  remainder  of  said  mortgaged 
premises  imder  a  deed  of  trust,  and  under  judgments,  all  junior  in 
date  to  the  complainant's  mortgage.  That  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chases by  Isham  and  Blanchard  they  were  f  uUy  advised  of  the 
complainant^  mortgage,  and  well  knew  that  the  transaction  o( 
the  temporary  substitution  of  notes  between  Evans  and  complain- 
ant was  not  intended  as  an  extinguishment  or  abandonment  of 
his  mortgage  lien.  The  bill  prays  for  an  account  and  for  a  decree 
of  foreclosure  and  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises. 

Evans  answers  and  says,  that  while  he  was  negotiating  with 
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Isham  for  a  sale  of  a  part  of  the  land  aforesaid,  Isham  objected  to 
making  the  purchase  until  Heard's  mortgage  was  removed.  That 
he  informed  Heard  of  the  contemplated  sale  to  Isham,  and  of  his 
desire  to  have  the  mortgage  released,  and  that  the  substitution  of 
the  note  of  Jones  and  his  own  note  were  intended  for  that  purpose, 
and  was  agreed  to  by  Heard,  with  an  express  view  to  the  contem- 
plated sale  to  Isham,  and  that  there  was  no  qualification  or  condi- 
tion annexed  to  the  arrangement  so  made. 

Isham  reiterates  the  same  facts  in  his  answer,  and  states  that  he 
purchased  under  a  full  conviction  that  the  mortgage  was  extin- 
guished by  the  arrangement  which  Evans  stated  he  had  made. 
That  Heard  was  fully  advised  of  his  (Isham's)  contemplated  pur- 
chase, and  assented  thereto.  That  the  time  Evans  made  the 
arrangement  aforesaid,  he  was  fully  solvent,  and  in  high  credit. 

Blanchard  answers,  and  relies  upon  his  purchase  made  as  afore- 
said, and  says  it  was  made  upon  the  information  and  belief  that 
the  complainant's  mortgage  had  been  satisfied.  '  Isham  and  Blan- 
chard have  filed  their  bill  against  Heard  and  Evans,  relying  upon 
the  facts  stated  in  their  answers,  and  which  they  reiterated  in 
their  bill,  and  pray  that  Heard's  mortgage,  which  they  allege  has 
been  released,  may  be  decreed  to  be  null  and  void.  The  only 
question  to  be  decided  is,  whether  Heard  actually  relinquished, 
waived  or  abandoned  his  mortgage  lien. 

Several  depositions  have  been  taken,  but  none  of  them  seem  to 
have  any  very  material  bearing  upon  the  question  in  controversy, 
save  those  of  Hugh  C.  Stewart,  Evans,  one  of  the  defendants, 
and  William  Furland.  Stewart  says  that  he  was  present  when 
Evans  told  Heard  he  could  sell  the  land  in  controversy  to  Isham, 
if  the  mortgage  was  released.  Heard  said  he  would  release  the 
mortgage  if  the  debt  was  otherwise  well  secured;  he  would  take 
Jones's  note  or  notes,  or  any  as  good^  or  that  he  ^buld  take 
Evans's  own  note  well  secured^  and  does  not  laiow  that  Heard 
ever  released  the  mortgage.  Evans  shortly  afterwards  showed 
him  a  note  which  he  had  taken  up  from  Heard,  apd  told  him  the 
mcMTtgage  was  released,  Furlow  says,  that,  after  Isham  had  pur- 
chased, he  inquired  of  him  whether  he  had  got  a  good  title  from 
Evans,  and  told  him  of  Heard's  mortgage.  Isham  replied  that  he 
knew  of  the  mortgage,  and  was  not  uneasy  about  it;  that  he  un- 
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derstood  Isham,  from  their  whole  conversation,  to  mean  that  the 
price  paid  by  him  to  Evans  would  enable  Evans  to  lift  the  mort- 
gage. Hilliary  Furlow  says,  that,  in  a  conversation  had  by^iim 
with  Evans,  in  1836,  about  Heard's  mortgage  debt,  he  (Evans) 
said  Isham  was  to  pay,  or  would  pay,  that  debt.  Samud  Heard 
testifies  that  he  was  present  when  Evans  received  back  the  note 
of  Jones.  Evans  said  he  thought  it  was  but  fair  he  should  have 
it,  as  Heard  refused  to  release  the  mortgage.  The  deposition  o[ 
Evans  states  that  his  answer  is  correct,  except  as  to  the  time  and  • 
manner  of  Isham's  purchase.  The  facts  were,  Isham  knew  of  the 
mortgage,  but  deponent  promised  to  li/i  it,  and  thereupon  the  con- 
tract was  closed.  He  adverts  to  the  transaction  of  the  exchange 
of  notes,  and  says  he  believes  Heard  considered  the  mortgage 
released.  No  receipt  seems  to  have  been  taken;  no  release  execu- 
ted; no  satisfaction  entered,  nor  any  writing  of  any  kind  showing 
that  such  was  the  intention. 

It  will  be  seen  from  this  review  of  the  testimony,  that  no  one 
of  the  witnesses  deposes  to  any  distinct  act  on  the  part  of  Heard 
abandoning  or  relinquishing  his  mortgage  lien.  Stewart  is  the 
only  witness  whose  testimony  remotely  approaches  the  point.  He 
merely  proves  h  proposition  by  Evails  to  procure  a  release,  which 
Heard  said  could  be  had  upon  terms  which  he  mentioned.  There 
is  no  testimony  showing  a  compliance  with  those  terms.  If  a  lien, 
solemnly  secured  by  a  formal  instrument  of  writing  and  spread 
ypon  the  riecords  of  the  country,  may  be  displaced  or  destroyed 
by  testimony  so  vague  and  indefinite,  the  country  would  place  but 
little  reliance  upon  such  form  of  security. 

A  party  having  a  specific  legal  lien  upon  property,  cannot  be 
divested  of  it,  except  by  some  distinct  act  of  his  own,  amounting 
to  a  waiver  or  absolute  abandonment  of  it,  or  is  guilty  of  some 
fraud  or  concealment,  which  would  jjiduce  a  postponement  of  his 
lien  in  favor  of  jvnior  incumbrances. 

I  take  it  to  be  clear  that  mere  treaty  and  negotiation,  for  a 
change  or  variation  in  the  terms  of  a  contract,  will  not  amount  to 
a  waiver,  unless  they  constitute  evidence  of  an  actual  waiver  or 
abandonment.  And  where  a  party  resists  the  enforcement  of  a 
contract  upon  such  ground,  the  defence  should  be  made  out  and 
established  by  full,  clear  and  positive  testimony.    See  Robinson  v. 


S4  SUPERIOR  COURT 

Heard  v.  Et'aiis  and  Ishamy  and  Isham  and  Blanchard  v.  Heaid  and  Evans. 

Page,  3  Russell,  114;  3  Cond.  Eng.  Ch.  R.  318.  In  this  case  the 
mortgage  was  spread  upon  the  records  of  the  country,  of  which 
Ishvn  and  Blanchard  had  notice.  The  legal  title  was  in  Heard, 
subject  to  Evans's  equity  of  redemption.  They  were  bound  to 
have  inquired  whether  that  legal  title  had  been  divested  out  of 
Heard  and  vested  in  Evans.  This  could  only  have  been  legally 
done  in  one  of  two  ways — either  by  a  reconveyance  from  Heard, 
or  an  absolute  payment  or  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage  money, 
'  which,  according  to  modem  authorities,  would  have  worked  the 
same  effect. 

The  bill  of  Isham  and  Blanchard  must  be  dismissed,  and  a  de- 
cree for  an  account  and  foreclosure  on  the  bill  of  Heard.  But,  in- 
asmuch as  the  conduct  of  Heard  may  have  served  to  some  extent 
to  mislead  the  defendants,  he  will  be  decreed  to  pay  the  costs  of 
both  suits. 
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Where  a  jadgment  at  law  is  obtained  against  a  defendant  wiUuraC  notioe,  a  coort  of 
equity  will  giant  relief,  provided  the  complainant  ahowi  that  he  hat  a  nibstantiai 
and  meritorioufl  defence  against  the  judgment  at  law. 

The  rale  woold  eeem  now  to  be  settled,  that  a  deed  unduly  legistered,  either  from  the 
want  of  a  valid  acknowledgement  or  otherwise,  is  not  notice  to  subsequent  purchaa- 
ers.  (Were  this  a  new  question,  this  court  would  have  held  that  a  defect  or  infer- 
mslity  in  the  certificate  of  a  deed  which  had  been  registered,  did  not  ditest  it  of  its 
substantial  legal  attributes.) 

The  registration  of  a  deed  conveying  a  mere  eguiiabk  title,  is  not  notice  to  subsequent 
purchaser^  the  statute  operates  upon  none  other  than  deeds  conveying  the  legal 


The  posaession  of  land  by  the  vendee  under  an  unregislered  deed,  is  such  evidence 
of  title  asamountB  to  constractlve  or  implied  notice  to  creditors  or  subsequent  pni^ 
chasers. 

If  a  creditor,  at  the  time  he  obtains  his  judgment,  has  notice  that  his  debtor  had  pre- 
viously conveyed  his  estate  to  another  by  an  unregistered  deed,  this  ^notice  places 
bim  in  the  same  situation,  in  the  contemplation  of  a  court  of  equity,  in  regard  to 
that  deed,  as  if  it  had  been  duly  rogietered. 

The  law  is  well  settled,  that  the  lien  of  a  judgment  creditor  upon  the  lands  of  his  debt- 
or is  subject  to  all  equities  which  existed  in  fevor  of  third  persons  against  such  lands 
at  the  time  of  the  recovery  oi  the  judgment,  and  a  court  of  chancery  will  limit  such 
lien  to  the  actual  interest  which  the  judgment  debtor  has  in  the  estate. 

The  bill  in  this  case  charges  that  on  23d  of  November,  1840, 
defendants  took  judgment  against  complainant  by  default,  in  the 
circuit  court  of  Madison  county,  as  security  for  Fall  and  Puckett, 
for  $900,  beside  costs;  that  execution  issued,  which  was  levied  on 
his  property;  that  he  had  no  notice  of  said  suit  until  the  judgment 
by  default  was  taken  against  him  and  an  execution  placed  in  the 
hands  of  the  officer;  that  the  writ  was  not  served  on  him  person- 
ally, and  if  a  copy  was  left  at  his  house  he  never  heard  of  it;  that 
said  judgment  was  rendered  on  a  note,  which  was  lost  or  mislaid, 
dated  7th  of  April,  1838,  executed  by  George  R.  Fall  and  Samuel 
Puckett  as  principals,  and  complainant  as  security  or  indorser; 
that  the  consideration  of  said  note  was  a  lot  in  the  town  of  Madi- 
sonville,  that  Puckett  and  Fall  purchased  from  Enloe  Johnson 
YoL.  I.— 8 
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•and  Co.  and  a  deed  was  executed  for  the  same  to  Puckett  alone 
on  that  day;  that  he  had  no  interest  in  said  purchase,  but  was  a 
mere  accommodation  indorser  or  security;  that  they  bought  of 
Burroughs  on  the  10th  of  April,  1837;  that  he  bought  of  Williams 
and  Walker  on  28th  of  May,  1836;  that  they  purchased  of  John 
S.  Gooch  on  the  11th  January,  1836;  that  the  deed  from  Gooch 
was  not  proved  or  acknowledged,  and  recorded  according  to  law; 
that  a  judgment  was  rendered  on  22nd  October,  1836,  against 
Gooch  and  Williams  in  favor  of  C.  Marsh  and  Co.,  and  that  said 
lot  was  sold  as  their  property,  to  satisfy  said  judgment,  on  19th 
August,  1840;  that  the  legal  title  to  said  lot  when  sold  was  in 
Gooch,  the  deed  from  him  not  having  been  acknowledged  or 
framed  according  to  law;  that  complainant  was  a  mere  security  on 
said  note,  and  derived  no  advantage  from  said  contract;  and  that 
the  consideration  has  entirely  failed. 

The  prayer  of  the  bill  is,  for  an  injunction,  or  a  new  trial  at 
law.  An  injunction  was  granted  by  the  circuit  court  of  Madison 
county. 

The  answer  of  defendants  admits  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  ex- 
cept as  to  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit;  admits  the  judgment 
and  sale  of  the  lot  under  it,  but  sets  up,  by  way  of  avoidance,  that 
they  believe  complainant  knew  the  said  judgment  had  been  paid 
before  the  sale,  and  thnt  he  became  the  purchaser  for  a  small  smn, 
which  they  are  willing  to  reftmd  him  if  the  court  should  so  direct; 
that  the  complainant  has  the  property  in  possession,  and  has  re- 
moved some  of  the  buildings;  and  that  Puckett  has  never  been 
legally  dispossessed  of  said  lot,  so  far  as  they  can  learn  and 
believe. 

The  defendants  moved  to  dissolve  the  injunction  on  bill  and 
answer. 

John  B.  Forester  for  complainant. 

The  complainant  alleges  in  his  bill  that  he  was  a  mere  indorser 
or  security  on  the  note  given  for  said  lot,  and  that  he  derived  no 
advantage  from  the  purchase  of  the  same. 

The  answer  denies  that  he  was  indorser,  and  states  that  defend- 
ants do  not  know  whether  it  appeared  by  said  note  that  he  was 
surety,  or  whether  he  was  so  in  fact  or  not. 
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Iq  this  motion  this  amounts  to  an  admission  of  the  facts.  In 
addition  to  this,  the  answer  admits  that  the  note  was  given  for 
said  lot,  and  that  the  deed  was  made  to  Samuel  M.  Puckett,  there- 
by showing  that  complainant  had  no  interest  in  the  trade;  if  so, 
he  had  as  much  right  to  piirchase  as  a  stranger.  I  know  it  is 
stated  by*some  authorities  when  one  purchases  land  from  another 
for  a  stipulated  price,  and  there  is  no  fraud  in  the  sale,  and  he 
afterwards  buys  in  the  paramount  title,  that  he  can  only  resist  the 
payment  of  such  portion  of  the  purchase  money  as  he  has  expend- 
ed in  perfecting  his  title;  because  that  secures  the  vendee  the  prop- 
erty at  the  price  he  stipulated  to  give.  But  even  this  principle  has 
been  doubted.  How  can  this  apply  to  a  mere  security  or  indorsei? 
he  never  stipulated  to  receive  any  thing,  but  to  insure  that  his 
principal  would  pay  the  money  according  to  his  contract  The 
conveyance  under  this  contract  vested  the  title  to  the  lot  in 
Puckett  Complainant,  who  was  his  security,  purchased  at  execu- 
tion sale.  If  he  acquired  a  good  title,  then  Puckett  has  no  title, 
nor  has  he  any  claim  upon  comph^ant,  either  legal  or  equitable; 
-lo  make  him  a  title.  Then,  so  &r  as  Puckett  is  concerned,  the 
consideration  of  the  note  has  entirely  fiiiled;  because  Puckett  has 
not  got  the  property  that  he  contracted  for,  and  that  was  attempted 
to  be  conveyed  to  him;  and  the  contract  on  that  account  could  not 
be  enforced  either  legally  or  equitably  against  Puckett — ^begetting 
no  consideration  for  said  note,  cannot  be  compelled  to  pay  it.  The 
undertaking  of  complainant  was  that  his  principals  should  pay 
this  money,  and  if  they  failed  to  do  so  that  he  would  do  it  for 
them.  They  being  relieved  by  a  failure  of  the  consideration  from 
paying  it,  releases  him  of  course. 

The  next  question  is,  did  a  legal  title  pass  to  complainant  by 
the  execution  sale?  The  sale  by  Gooch  is  made  on  the  11th  Janu- 
ary, 1836;  a  deed  executed  and  acknowledged  in  these  words,  to 
wit:  "Acknowledged  by  John  J.  Gooch,  before  me,  a  justice  of  the 
peace  for  Madison  county,  this  11th  day  of  January,  1836.  Chs. 
Moore,  J.  P."  The  judgment  against  Gooch  was  obtained  on 
the  10th  day  of  October,  1836,  and  the  question  is  whether  the 
title  had  passed  out  of  Gooch  so  as  to  prevent  said  judgment  from 
being  a  lien  upon  said  lot  as  against  a  judgment  creditor.  In 
How.  &  Hutch.  343,  sec.  3,  "all  deeds  are  void  as  to  all  creditors 
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and  subsequent  purchasers  for  a  valuable  consideration  without 
notice,  unless  they  shall  be  acknowledged  or  proved  and  lodged 
with  the  clerk  of  the  proper  county,  to  be  recorded  according  to 
the  provisions  of  this  act."  In  page  344,  it  must  be  done  within 
three  months.  By  the  1st  sec.  of  said  act,  page  343,  no  estate  in 
lands  could  be  conveyed  unless  declared  in  writing,  sealed  and 
delivered;  nor  was  the  conveyance  good  against  any  creditor  un- 
less the  vendor  acknowledged  that  he  signed,  sealed  and  delivered 
the  same  as  his  voluntary  act  and  deed  (or  the  same  was  proved) 
before  some  judge  or  justice,  &c.  and  a  certificate  of  such  acknow- 
ledgment or  proof,  written  on  or  under  said  deed,  and  signed  by 
said  judge  or  justice,  and  lodged  with  the  clerk  to  be  recorded. 
Sec.  12,  chap.  345,  says,  the  acknowledgment  or  proof,  before  the 
same  is  admitted  to  record,  shall  be  certified  by  the  judge  or  jus- 
tice in  the  form  or  eflFect  following,  to  wit:  that  he  signed,  sealed 
and  delivered  the  same,  on  the  day  and  year  therein  mentioned, 
as  his  act  and  deed.  *  And  sec.  7,  page  344,  says,  no  deed  shall  be 
recorded  unless  acknowledged  or  proved  and  certified  in  the  man- 
ner directed  by  this  act. 

Prom  this  it  is  manifest  that  this  deed  was  not  properly  record- 
ed, as  there  was  no  legal  certificate  upon  it.  A  deed  unduly  regis- 
tered, either  from  want  of  a  valid  acknowledgment  or  otherwise, 
is  not  notice  to  any  one.  4  Kent,  174;  2  Bin.  40;  3  Cranch,  140; 
1  John.  Ch.  R.  300. 

From  this  it  will  be  seen  that  the  conveyance  from  Gooch,  as 
to  his  creditors,  was  void — ^for  the  language  of  the  statute  is  gen- 
eral— ^^anj/  creditor;^  and  the  purchase  by  complainant  at  execu- 
tion sale  was  valid,  and  vested  a  complete  title. 

It  appears  from  the  answer  that  complainant  holds  possession  of 
the  property  under  the  execution  sale,  and  has  removed  some  of 
the  buildiings,  &c.  The  only  remaining  question  is  as  to  his  fail- 
ure to  make  defence  at  law.  The  bill  states  positively  that  he  had 
no  notice  of  the  suit  until  judgment  by  default  and  execution; 
that  there  was  no  personal  service,  and  if  any  copy  was  left  he 
never  heard  of  it.  These  are  facts  within  his  own  knowledge, 
about  which  defendants  of  course  could  know  nothing.  They 
say  they  believe  that  he  was  notified,  and  expect  to  be  able  to 
prove  it;  but  no  proof  was  introduced.    They  set  up,  by  way  of 
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defence,  that  the  return  of  the  sheriff  is  conclusive.  Suppose  this 
principle,  for  the  sake  of  aigument,  to  be  correct,  does  this  positive 
allegation  of  the  bill  contradict  the  return?  There  are  two  modes 
to  execute  process:  one  by  personal  service,  the  other  by  leaving 
a  copy  at  his  residence,  and  the  return  of  the  sheriff  "executed," 
would  be  good  in  either  case.  Then  the  gist  of  the  thing  is 
knowledge,  sworn  to  by  him,  and  not  contradicted  by  the  sheriff's 
return  or  the  answer.  But  I  insist  that  the  return  of  the  sheriff 
if  it  did  contradict  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  is  only  prima  facie 
evidence  of  its  truth;  and  the  statements  of  the  bill  on  this  mo- 
tion must  prevail.  6  How.  43,  71,  Jones  v.  Commercial  Bank,  and 
Williams  v.  Crutcher. 

A.  H.  Handt  for  defendants. 

First.  As  to  want  of  notice  of  the  suit  at  law.  The  return  of 
the  sheriff  cannot  be  impeached  in  this  collateral  proceeding,  and 
is  conclusive  between  the  parties.  If  it  is  false,  the  remedy  of 
complainant  is  against  the  sheriff.  This  is  the  rule  at  law,  and  it 
is  the  same  in  equity;  and  unless  the  complainant  makes  out  such 
a  case  as  would  have  been  available  to  him  as  a  defence  at  law,  he 
cannot  obtain  relief  in  equity  for  want  of  notice  when  it  appears 
that  if  he  had  had  notice  he  could  not  have  availed  himself  of  the 
defence  he  sets  up,  either  at  law  or  in  equity. 

Second.  It  is  clear  that  the  defence  set  up  by  complainant  is 
not  such  as  to  entitle  him  to  relief  at  law  or  in  equity.  There  is 
no  allegation  of  fraud,  and  there  has  been  no  eviction.  On  the 
contrary,  the  purchasers  (or  their  surety)  are  in  possession  of  the 
premises,  and  have  removed  buildings  therefrom,  thereby  altering 
the  character  and  value  of  the  property,  and  deriving  benefit  from 
Ae  purchase.  Under  such  circumstances,  the  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase money  cannot  be  resisted.  1  J.  C.  R.  213;  2  ibid.  519;  6 
How.  279. 

The  first  conveyance  in  the  chain  of  title  stated  by  complain- 
ant is  the  deed  from  Gooch  to  Williams  and  Walker,  which  was 
dated  11th  January,  1836.  This  conveyance  was  anterior  to  the 
date  of  the  judgment  under  which  the  land  was  sold,  which  was 
November  2d,  1836.  This  conveyance,  coupled  with  possession 
of  the  premises,  was  sufficient  to  divest  the  title  of  Gooch,  and  to 
8* 
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remove  it  beyond  the  reach  of  the  judgment  under  which  it  was 
sold,  although  the  acknowledgment  to  the  deed  was  defective.  6 
Wend.  213;  2  Har.  &  John.  64. 

The  possession  of  Williams  and  Walker  was  notice  t6  creditors 
and  sul^equent  purchasers,  and  would  give  them  and  those  claim- 
ing under  them  such  a  title  as  a  court  of  equity  would  assist  them 
in  perfecting  into  a  legal  title.  Sugden  Vend.  1st  part,  539,  bott.  p. 
edit.  1836;  2  Mass.  R.  508. 

Again:  the  purchasers  are  protected  by  the  covenants  in  the 
several  deeds,  to  which  they  may  resort  for  any  damage  sustained 
by  reason  of  the  alleged  defect  of  title.  They  have  chosen  to 
take  those  covenants  for  their  security,  and  to  them  they  must 
resort. 

But,  even  if  the  title  should  be  considered  defective,  by  reason 
of  the  sale  under  the  execution  against  Gooch,  it  is  now  made 
perfect  by  the  complainant  having  become  the  purchaser  under 
that  execution.  And  the  defendants  offer  to  refund  to  complain- 
ant any  money  he  may  have  paid  in  perfecting  the  title,  if  the 
court  should  be  of  opinion  that  they  should  do  so.  But  it  is  sub- 
mitted, that  the  covenants  in  the  deeds  of  the  vendor  of  tlie  de- 
fendants in  the  execution,  and  of  all  the  previous  vendors  of  the 
property,  constitute  the  true  and  proper  source  to  which  complain- 
ant must  resort  for  any  damage  that  may  have  been  sustained  from 
the  imperfection  of  the  title,  and  that  an  innocent  indorser  (as  are 
these  defendants)  should  not  be  made  to  sustain  the  loss  occasion- 
ed by  the  defective  title  to  the  purchasers,  when  there  is  an  ample 
remedy  against  the  parties  who  made  the  contract,  and  who  by 
their  covenants  have  specially  agreed  to  indemnify  the  purchasers 
from  all  damage  that  might  accrue  from  an  imperfect  title.  This 
is  the  source  to  which  the  purchasers,  by  the  act  of  taking  the 
covenants  of  warranty,  have  agreed  to  look,  and  this  court  will 
now  turn  them  over  to  that  remedy. 

These  considerations  are  believed  to  be  sufficient  to  cause  the 
injunction  to  be  dissolved,  without  referring  to  other  matters  dis- 
closed in  the  answer,  showing  that  the  complainant  cannot  ask 
the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity. 

The  complainant's  counsel,  in  his  brief,  admits  that  the  property 
for  which  the  note  was  given  was  purchased  by  the  complainant; 
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and  this  is  a  perfection  of  the  title  to  the  principal.  Complain- 
ant's obligation,  as  surety,  was,  to  see  that  his  principal  paid  the 
debt,  and  it  comes  with  a  bad  grace  from  him  to  refuse  to  pay  the 
money  on  account  of  a  failure  of  consideration,  when  that  very 
state  of  things  has  been  occasioned  by  the  complainanVs  otim 
act  in  purchasing  the  property  at  Sheriff's  sale.  The  com- 
plainant and  his  principals  were  joint  makers  of  the  note.  He 
has  seen  proper  to  come  forward  and  perfect  the  title  to  the  prem- 
ises. Can  he,  then,  defeat  his  liability  on  the  note  by  reason  of  a 
defect  in  the  title  which  he  has  remedied,  and  will  he  not  be 
turned  over  to  his  principal  for  the  recovery  of  any  money  that 
he  may  have  expended  in  perfecting  the  title?  He  has  now  the 
complete  title,  and  is  enabled  to  perfect  the  same  to  his  principal, 
and  this  is  what  was  contracted  for  by  the  principal  and  surety. 
It  is  clear,  that  if  a  new  trial  be  granted,  as  is  prayed  for,  the 
complainant  cannot  avail  himself  of  the  defence  set  up  in  this 
case. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  case  was  submitted  at  a  former  day,  upon  motion  to  dis- 
solve the  injunction  therein,  on  bill  and  answer.  The  whole 
merits  of  the  case  arise  upon  the  motion.  The  only  allegations 
of  the  bill  which  I  deem  it  material  to  notice,  are  those  which 
state  that  the  complainant  became  the  accommodation  indorser 
for  Puckett  and  Fall,  on  a  note  which  they  gave  for  the  purchase  of 
a  lot  in  the  town  of  Madisonville,  the  title  to  which  was  derived 
indirectly  through  John  S  Gooch;  that  Gooch,  in  May,  1836,  sold 
and  conveyed  to  Walker  and  Williams;  they  sold  and  conveyed 
to  Josiah  Borrough;  he  sold  to  Enloe  Johnson  &,  Co.,  and  they 
sold  to  Puckett  and  Pall.  That  the  deed  from  Gooch  to  Walker 
and  Williams,  although  placed  upon  record,  was  not  acknowl- 
edged and  certified  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law,  and  was  not 
therefore  notice  to  creditors  or  purchasers.  That  C.  Marsh  &  Co., 
having  subsequently  obtained  a  judgment  against  Gooch,  caused 
an  execution  thereon  to  be  levied  on  said  town  lot,  under  which 
the  same  was  sold.  This  sale,  it  is  allied,  divested  the  title  of 
Puckett  and  Fall,  and  consequently  produced  a  failure  of  the  con- 
sideration of  their  note  indorsed  by  the  complainant.    That  suit 
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was  instituted  on  that  note,  and  a  judgment  obtained,  which  is 
threatened  to  be  made  out  of  the  complainant's  property.  That 
the  writ  was  returned  '^executed"  as  to  him,  but  he  alleges  that  he 
was  not  served  personally  with  process,  and  that  if  a  copy  was, 
left  at  his  house,  he  never  heard  of  it  That  he  was  thus  pre- 
vented from  making  his  defence  at  law,  and  prays  for  a  new  trial 
at  law,  or  a  perpetual  injunction  against  the  judgment. 

The  answer  of  the  defendants  denies  that  the  complainant  had 
not  i^otice  of  their  suit,  and  say  that  the  officer's  return  shows 
service  of  process,  which  they  state  was  actually  made,  as  they 
will  be  able  to  show.  They  state  that  the  judgment  under  which 
the  lot  was  sold,  had,  they  believe,  been  satisfied,  and  that  the 
complainant  knew  it.  That  he  was  active  in  efiecting  the  sale, 
and  bought  the  lot  for  a  trifle.  That  Puckett  and  others  had,  and 
continued  to  have  the  undisturbed  occupancy  of  the  lot  in 
question. 

The  allegation  that  the  complainant  had  no  notice  of  the  pen- 
dency of  the  suit  at  law,  not  being  disproved  by  the  answer,  is,  I 
think,  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  come  to  this  court  for  relief,  pro- 
vided he  shows  that  he  has  a  substantial  and  meritorious  defence 
against  the  judgment  at  law.  This  must  depend  upon  the  &ct 
whether  the  creditors  of  Gooch,  under  whose  judgment  the  town 
lot  was  sold,  had  actual  or  constructive  notice  of  the  prior  convey- 
ance made  by  him  to  Williams  and  Walker,  and  upon  the  effect 
of  that  notice.  The  certificate  indorsed  upon  the  deed  simply 
states  that  it  was  ^^acknowledged"  by  Gooch  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  who  signs  the  same.  This  falls  far  short  of  complying 
with  the  requirements  of  the  statute  upon  that  subject,  which  pro- 
vides that  the  judge  or  justice  taking  the  acknowledgement  shall 
certify  that  the  grantor  acknowledged  that  he  signed,  sealed,  and 
delivered  the  same,  on  the  day  therein  mentioned,  as  his  act  and 
deed,  and  that  no  deed  shall  be  recorded  unless  acknowledged 
and  certified  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  act.  Howard  and 
Hutch.  Dig.  344,  sec.  7. 

It  is  manifest  that  the  deed  was  not  ^^ao  acknowledged  and  cer- 
tified^^ as  to  admit  to  record  within  the  act  referred  to.  The  fact, 
therefore,  that  it  was  admitted  to  record  avails  nothing,  in  legal 
contemplation,  in  the  way  of  communicating  notice.    I  say,  in 
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legal  contemplation,  for  it  is  difficult  to  say  why  such  a  deed, 
spread  at  large  upon  the  records  of  the  country,  would  not  as 
effectually  give  notice  of  the  fact  of  its  existence  as  though  it  had 
been  formally  and  technically  certified.  To  any  but  a  prjring, 
technical  conveyancer,  who  looks  through  kgal  glasses^  such  a 
requisition  would  convey  fully  and  completely  the  idea  of  the 
existence  of  a  prior  conveyance.    If  the  question  were  a  new  one, 

1  should  be  strongly  inclined  to  hold  that  a  mere  defect  or  infor- 
mality in  the  certificate  of  a  deed  which  had  been  roistered,  did 
not  divest  it  of  its  l^al  attributes.  It  is  not  the  less  a  deed 
at  common  law,  as  between  the  parties,  because  of  the  want  of  a 
formal  certificate,  as  between  them  it  need  never  be  certified  or 
recorded.  I  should  have  held,  the  purpose  of  recording  a  deed 
was  to  conmiunicate  notice  of  the /be/  of  its  existence,  and  not  of 
its  technical  and  legal  structure.  I  should  have  held  that  there 
was  a  material  distinction  between  the  effect  of  recording  a  defec- 
tive writing  required  to  be  recorded,  and  recording  a  perfect  one 
not  so  required.  The  one  would  give  notice;  the  other  would 
not  The  attention  of  the  purchaser  would  be  called  to  the  first, 
because  the  public  records  are  its  proper  depository,  whilst  no 
such  reason  would  guide  him  in  searching  for  the  latter. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  existence  of  a  deed  can  only  be  made 
known  through  r^stration  by  compljring  with  the  prescribed 
forms  of  the  law.  And  it,  perhaps,  ill  becomes  me  to  question 
the  policy  of  a  rule  which  has  received  the  sanction  of  some  of 
the  ablest  jurists  of  the  United  States.  The  rule  would  seem 
now  to  be  settled,  that  a  deed  unduly  registered  either  firom 
the  want  of  a  valid  acknowledgment  or  otherwise,  is  not  notice. 
Carter  v.  Champion  et  al.j  3  Conn.  Rep.  649;  Hester  v.  Fortner^ 

2  Binn.  Rep.  40;  3  Cranch,  140;  1  John.  Ch.  Rep.  300. 

The  deed,  in  this  case,  firom  Gooch  to  Williams  and  Walker 
must  be  considered  as  an  unregistered  deed.  It  becomes  impor- 
tant next  to  inquire  what  effect  notice  to  a  creditor  of  an  unr^^ 
tered  deed  has  upon  his  rights,  and  what  is  evidence  of  such 
notice.  These  are  important  questions,  and  I  regret  that  the  stat^ 
ute  upon  which  they  depend  has,  so  &r  as  I  know,  received  no 
judicial  construction  at  the  hands  of  the  High  Court  of  Errors. 
That  statute  provides,  '<That  all  sales  and  conveyances  of  land 
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shall  be  void  as  to  all  creditors  and  subsequent  purchasers,  for 
valuable  consideration,  without  notice,"  unless  acknowledged  and 
recorded  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  act.  Howard  and 
Hutch.  Dig.  343,  sec.  3.  Under  this  statute  it  is  insisted  that  the 
question  of  notice  does  not  apply  to  a  creditor,  and  that  he  is  not 
afiected  with  notice  of  an  unregistered  deed  from  his  debtor.  I 
am  imable  to  find  any  thing  in  the  language,  reason  or  policy  of 
the  law  sustaining  such  construction.  But  whether  the  statute 
does,  in  terms,  app^y  notice  to  creditors  or  not,  makes  but  little 
difference  in  this  case,  from  the  view  which  I  take  of  its  legal 
bearing  and  effect.  The  statute  has  exclusive  relation  to  the 
modes  and  forms  of  conveying  the  legal  estate  in  lands.  It  there- 
fore concerns  legal  estates  only,  and  does  not  touch  the  equity  of 
the  parties,  but  leaves  that  where  it  would  stand  at  common  law, 
with  reference  to  a  party  having  notice  of  it.  The  clause  in  the 
act  referred  to  says:  ^'The  deed  shall  be  void  as  to  all  creditors 
and  subsequent  purchasers,"  &^.  That  is,  it  makes  the  legal 
title  remain  with  the  grantor  of  an  unr^^tered  deed,  to  the 
extent  of  enabling  him  to  pass  it  to  a  subsequent  purchaser,  or  to 
subject  it  to  his  creditors;  but  it  does  not  declare  that  they  take  it 
exempt  from  the  prior  equity  of  the  first  purchaser.  It  simply 
takes  away  the  legal  priority  of  the  grantee  of  the  unregistered 
deed  over  the  general  creditor,  but  leaves  the  prior  equity 
untouched.  A  deed,  for  instance,  may  be  so  defective  as  not  to 
pass  the  leg^  estate,  and  would  not  therefore  be  the,  proper  sub- 
ject for  registration,  but  would  yet  create  an  unquestionable 
estate  in  equity  in  the  grantee,  which  a  court  of  chancery  would 
protect  against  a  subsequent  judgment  creditor  having  notice  there- 
of. The  statute  operates  upon  none  other  than  deeds  conveying 
the  legal  estate.  A  deed,  therefore,  convejring  a  rnere  equitable 
estate  is  not  within  its  provisions. 

The  truth  of  the  position  is  shown  by  repeated  decisions  that 
the  registration  of  a  deed,  conveying  a  mere  equitable  title,  is  not 
notice  to  subsequent  purchasers,  not  being  the  kind  of  convey- 
ance referred  to  by  the  Statute  of  Registration.  Halsted  v.  Bank 
of  Kentucky,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  Rep.  558;  Frost  r.  Beckman,  1  J. 
Ch.  R.  300.  The  Statute  of  Registration  of  the  7th  of  Anne, 
ch.  20,  is  much  stronger  than  ours,  as  it  makes  all  unrecorded 
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deeds  Toid  as  to  subsequent  purchasers,  without  any  saving  in 
case  of  notice.  Cruise's  Dig.  part  4,  368-9.  Yet  Lord  Hardwicke 
said,  in  reference  to  that  statute,  that  it  had  r^;ard  only  to  the 
I^al  estate — ^that  it  did  not  take  away  the  equity  of  the  prior 
incumbrancer,  but  left  that  question  still  open  as  to  him.  3  At- 
kins, 646;  Cruise's  Dig.  part  4,  378.  I  incline  to  the  opinion, 
therefore,  that  it  is  immaterial  to  the  protection  of  the  holder  of 
an  unregistered  deed  whether  the  statute  is  held  to  apply  as 
notice  to  creditors  or  not,  provided  he  can  show  that  the  judgment 
creditor  had  notice.  I  think  it  is  sufficiently  shown  in  this  case, 
by  the  statement  in  the  pleadings,  that  Gooch's  vendee  went  into 
possession  of  the  lot  in  controversy  under  his  unrecorded  deed, 
and  that  he,  and  those  clahning  under  him,  held  that  possession 
at  the  time  of  obtaining  the  judgment  under  which  it  was  sold. 
This,  I  think,  is  sufficient. 

The  possession  of  land  by  the  vendee  under  an  unr^istered 

deed,  is  such  evidence  of  title  as  amoimts  to  constructive  or  implied 

notice  to  creditors  or  subsequent  purchasers;  3  Mass.  Rep.  575; 

Priest  V.  Rice,  I  Pick.  Rep.  164;  Tuite  v.  Jackson,  6  Wend.  213, 

and  authorities  there  cited.    So  in  Colly  v,  Kenniston,  4  New 

Hamp.  Rep.  262.    While  the  purchaser  under  an  unregistered 

deed  was  in  open  and  visible  possession,  it  was  held  sufficient 

notice  to  protect  him  against  a  subsequent  purchaser,  and  to  charge 

the  latter  with  a  knowledge  of  his  rights.    In  Norcross  v.  Wedgery, 

2  Mass  Rep.  500,  Chief  Justice  Parsons  says — "This  notice  may 

be  express,  or  it  may  be  implied,  from  the  first  purchaser  being  in 

the  open  and  exclusive  possession  of  the  estate  under  his  deed." 

The  English  Courts  have  held  similar  language  in  reference  to  the 

question  of  notice  under  their  r^^try  acts;  Sheldon  v.  Cox,  2 

Eden's  Rep.  228.    The  only  object  of  the  statute  of  Registmtion 

is,  to  supply  the  place  of  the  ancient  ceremonial  of  livery  of  seisin, 

or  in  other  words,  to  give  notice  to  edl  who  may  become  interested, 

of  the  change  of  ownership  and  title  to  the  estate  conveyed.    And 

whenever  the  notice  is  actually  or  impliedly  communicated,  al-  < 

though  through  other  mediums,  the  whole  object  and  purpose  of 

the  statute  is  as  fully  attained  as  if  the  notice  had  been  derived 

ftam  actual  inspection  of  the  public  Records.    The  plain  object  of 

the  statute  is  to  secure  creditors  and  subsequent  purchasers  against 
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prior  secret  conveyances.  This  is  the  judicial  construction  which 
has  been  given  to  every  statute  of  R^istration  from  that  of  the  7th 
of  Ann,  ch.  20,  down  to  the  present  time,  and  is  so  perfectly  con- 
sonant to  the  spirit  and  object  of  such  statutes  as  to  render  it  useless 
to  cite  authorities  in  support  of  it.  The  case  of  Le  Neve  v.  Le 
Neve,  3  Atkins,  646,  decided  by  Lord  Chancellor  Hardwicke  may 
be  regarded  as  the  leading  case  upon  the  subject.  If  therefore  a 
creditor,  at  the  time  when  he  obtains  his  judgment,  has  notice  that 
his  debtor  had  previously  conveyed  his  estate  to  another  by  an 
unregistered  deed,  this  notice  places  him,  in  the  contemplation  of 
a  court  of  equity,  in  the  same  situation  in  regard  to  that  deed,  as 
if  it  had  been  duly  registered.  It  is  true  that  the  legal  estate  as  to 
such  creditor  is  still  considered  to  be  in  the  grantor,  but  having 
notice  of  the  prior  equitable  title  of  the  grantee  imder  the  unregis- 
tered deed,  a  court  of  equity  will  protect  that  title  against  the  effects 
of  the  judgment.  I  take  it  to  be  a  well  settled  law,  that  the  lien  of 
a  judgment  creditor  upon  the  lands  of  his  debtor,  is  subject  to  all 
equities  which  existed  in  favor  of  third  persons  against  such  lands 
at  the  time  of  the  recovery  of  the  judgment,  and  a  court  of  chancery 
will  limit  such  lien  to  the  actual  interest  which  the  judgment 
debtor  has  in  the  estate;  Kiersted  et  al.  v.  Avery,  4  Paige,  Ch. 
Rep.  9;  in  the  matter  of  Howe,  1  Paige,  ch.  128.  In  the  case  of 
Martin  v.  Robards  et  al,  4  Dana's  Rep.  258,  the  supreme  court  of 
Kentucky  held  that  an  equitable  title  to  land,  created  by  an  unregis- 
tered deed,  would  prevail  against  the  legal  title  of  a  purchaser 
under  an  execution,  who  had  notice  of  that  equity,  that  the  judg- 
ment under  which  he  purchased  covered  nothing  but  the  legal 
estate  of  the  first  grantor,  and  left  the  equity  of  the  first  purchaser 
unaffected.  This  case  is  a  direct  authority  for  the  one  now  before 
me,  and  I  refer  to  it  as  presenting  an  able  exposition  of  the  doctrine 
upon  this  subject.  The  case  of  Priest  v.  Rice,  1  Pick.  Rep.  164, 
is  not  less  in  point.  It  lays  down  the  rule  that  there  is  no  distinc- 
tion as  to  the  question  of  notice  between  a  creditor  and  subsequent 
m  purchaser.  Chief  Justice  Parker  says:  "  The  reason  is  the  same  in 
both  cases,  for  if  a  creditor  where  debt  is  due,  will  stand  by  and 
suffer  his  debtor  to  sell  his  land  and  receive  the  value  of  it  firom 
one  who  knows  not  of  his  claim  nor  of  his  intention  to  bring  an 
action  upon  it,  and  will  afterwards  attach  the  same  land,  there  is 
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a  constnictive  fraud  upon  the  first  puichaser  which  oc^fht  not  to 
prejudice  his  title.  The  execution  and  delivery  of  the  deed  com- 
pletes the  transfer  from  the  grantor  to  the  grantee;  the  registry  is 
to  give  notice,  that  others  may  not  be  prejudiced.  Actual  notice 
is,  to  the  person  affected  by  it,  as  useftil  and  ought  to  be  attended 
with  the  same  consequences  as  public  notice  in  the  r^^ry,  and 
implied  notice  arising  from  possession  under  the  deed  is  as  effectual 
as  actual  notice."  See  also  Brown  v.  Marine  Bank,  1 1  Mass.  Rep. 
158,  sustaining  the  same  view;  and  Campbell  v.  Merely,  Littell's 
Select  Cases,  368.  In  the  case  referred  to  in  4  Dana,  thereasoning 
of  Justice  E  wing  upon  the  rights  of  a  creditor  against  an  unrecorded 
deed  are  to  my  mind  conclusive.  He  sa3rs,  ''Though  our  statutes 
postpones  or  annuls  the  l^^al  title  acquired  by  an  unrecorded  deed 
in  fitvor  of  creditors,  it  gives  to  the  creditors'  demands  no  higher 
dignity  or  greater  efficacy  than  they  had  before.  It  neither  gives, 
nor  was  intended  to  give  to  the  creditor,  any  lien  or  equity  upon 
the  property  of  the  debtor,  which  he  had  not  by  the  terms  of  his 
contract.  No  promise  is  made  to  him,  that  he  shall  have  a  lien, 
either  legal  or  equitable,  on  the  specific  property  embraced  in  an 
unrecorded  deed,  or  that  he  shaU  have  the  privilege  of  making  his 
debt  out  of  lands  thus  situated.  This  would  be  to  promise  him 
what  he  had  not  secured  by  his  own  contract,  and  what  the  Legis- 
lature would  perhaps  have  no  constitutional  power  to  afford.  But 
the  statute  has  promised  him  to  sweep  away  the  legal  obstruction 
which  the  holder  of  an  unrecorded  deed  has  placed  in  his  way, 
and  to  enable  him  to  gain  the  vantage  ground  which  a  legal  titl 
would  afford  him  in  a  ^^atmM  with  the  prior  encumbrance] 
The  case  before  me  presents  a  striking  instance  of  the  injustii 
which  the  construction  contended  for  by  the  complainant  is  calci 
lated  to  produce.  It  would,  it  seems  to  me,  effectually  overturn 
the  very  purposes  for  which  the  statute  was  enacted.  It  was 
intended  to  give  certainty  and  stability  to  the  titles  to  the  real 
estate  of  the  country,  and  to  prevent  fraud  in  their  transfer.  Here 
the  unr^^tered,  or  mther  defectively  registered  deed  from  Gooch 
to  Walker  and  Williams,  was  made  in  May,  1836;  the  judgment 
under  which  the  lot  was  sold  was  obtained  some  six  months  after, 
and  was  not  levied  until  upwards  of  four  years  after  the  date  of 
Qooch's  deed,  and  until  the  land  had  passed  successively  through 
VoL.L— 9 
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the  hands  of  some  three  or  four  purchasers,  each  relying  upon 
having  obtained  a  good  title.  To  apply  the  statute  to  such  a  case, 
would  be  a  perversion  of  its  spirit;  instead  of  preventing  fraud,  it 
would  work  tke  grossest  injustice  and  oppression.  It  would  set 
every  hungry  creditor  who  has  an  insolvent  debtor  to  raking  over 
the  musty  records  of  the  country,  to  see  if  he  could  not  make  a 
victim  of  some  honest  but  incautious  purchaser,  who,  from  acci- 
dent or  forgetfulness,  had  neglected  to  place  his  deed  upon  record, 
or  who  as  in  this  case  had  failed  to  have  his  deed  rightly  certified 
from  the  ignorance  of  the  ofScer  taking  the  acknowledgement. 
Such  a  construction,  instead  oi  giving  security  and  quietude, 
would  unsettle  half  the  estates  in  the  country,  and  establish  an 
active  trade  in  the  business  of  champerty  and  maintenance.  I 
know  it  has  been  said  that  supposing  the  question  of  notice  to  apply 
to  a  creditor,  that  yet  to  make  an  unregistered  deed  available 
against  him,  he  must  have  notice  of  it  at  the  time  when  his  debt 
was  contracted,  and  not  when  his  judgment  is  obtained.  I  do  not 
readily  perceive  the  force  of  this  position.  A  party,  to  be  entitled 
to  notice,  must  have  some  rights  that  may  be  affected  by  the  act  of 
which  he  requires  notice.  The  law  is  not  chargeable  with  the 
folly  of  requiring  notice,  when  that  notice  can  avail  nothing.  It 
is  difficult  to  conceive  what  right  or  interest  the  holder  of  a  promis- 
sory note  has  to  claim  notice  from  the  maker,  that  he  has  aliened 
his  land.  A  creditor  at  large  and  before  judgment,  has  no  claim 
»,  nor  right  nor  lien  upon,  the  land  of  his  debtor.    It  would  be 

ie  therefore  to  require  notice  to  him,  of  an  act  which  could  in 

way  affect  his  rights,  and  whii#i«hs  <t)uld  not,  in  any  manner, 
:e  available  in  securing  his  debt.    If  the  construction  referred 

were  correct,  it  would  seem  to  follow,  that  a  general  creditor 
might  come  into  this  court,  to  set  aside  as  void,  an  unregistered 
deed  from  his  debtor,  which  surely  could  not  be  done.  I  am  of 
opinion  then,  that  the  judgment  of  Marsh  &  Co.  v.  Gooch,  was  not 
a  lien  upon  the  lot  in  question;  that  the  sale  under  it  did  not  divest 
the  title  of  ^Puckett  and  Fall,  and  consequently  that  there  has  been 
no  fisulure  of  the  consideration  of  their  note,  the  collection  of  which 
the  complainant  as  their  accommodation  indorser  has  enjoined. 

The  injunction  must  accordingly  be  dissolved. 
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Akhoogh  a  court  of  chancery  will  not  ordinuily  take  jnriidiction  of  a  ceee  fat  rent, 
yet  when  the  time  of  payment  or  the  amoont  to  be  paid  ie  uncertain,  or  when  the 
distrees  is  evaded  or  obatrocted  by  fraud,  the  court  will  take  jnriadictioD  and  give 
relief. 

The  bill  in  this  case  states  that  some  time  during  the  year  1837, 
James  L.  Dawson  leased  a  store  house  in  the  city  of  Natchez,  to 
N.  L.  Williams,  and  gave  him  a  written  lease,  by  which  it  was 
provided  that  Williams  should  pay  Dawson  so  much  yearly  rent 
as  should  be  appraised  by  two  persons,  the  one  to  be  chosen  by 
Dawson,  the  other  by  Williams;  that  on  the  1st  day  of  April, 
1841,  there  was  a  year's  rent  due  and  unpaid;  that  on  the  30th 
day  of  March,  1841,  Dawson  notified  Williams  that  he  had  ap- 
pointed one  John  M.  Lawrence  as  an  appraiser  of  the  yearly  rent 
of  said  store  on  his  part,  and  that  Williams  told  Dawson  that  he 
had  appointed  one  Joseph  Bradley  on  his  part;  that  during  the 
occupancy  of  the  store  by  Williams  he  had  therein  a  valuable  as- 
sortment of  books,  drugs  and  store  furniture;  that  Jackson  D.  Wil- 
liams and  William  Ballantyne  were  partners  with  N.  L.  Williams 
in  the  ownership  of  the  said  goods,  and  that  they  had  no  visible 
property  other  than  the  said  goods,  and  that  Dawson  relied  solely 
on  his  lien  on  said  goods  as  security  for  his  rent  That  on  th< 
morning  of  the  31st  Maich,  1841,  Dawson  discovered  that  tl 
store  room  was  closed;  that  on  the  night  {nrevious  Williams, 
order  to  prevent  the  levy  of  a  distress  by  Dawson  upon  the  sail 
goods  and  chattels,  had  clandestinely  removed  them  and  secr^ed 
them.  Dawson  then  caused  his  appraiser  to  meet  Bradley  and  re- 
quest an  appraisement  of  the  rent,  but  Bradley  refused  to  act,  and 
Dawson's  appraiser  estimated  the  rent  at  $1,250;  whereupon  Daw- 
son issued  an  attachment  for  that  amount  against  the  goods  so  re- 
moved, but  failed  in  finding  the  same.  N.  L.  Williams  afterwards 
told  Dawson,  that  on  the  29th  of  March,  1841,  the  said  partner- 
ship conveyed  all  their  property  in  the  said  goods  and  chattels  for 
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the  benefit  of  one  Payson  Williams,  to  Lyman  Potter,  as  trustee, 
in  whose  possession  a  portion  of  said  goods  then  were;  that 
another  portion  of  said  goods  were  in  the  possession  of  one  Patrick 
McGrane,  and  that  Potter  and  McGrane  knew  at  the  time  they  re- 
ceived said  goods  that  they  were  subject  to  Dawson's  lien  for 
rent. 

The  bill  makes  all  these  persons  parties,  prays  for  a  discovery 
on  their  part  of  all  the  matters  charged;  that  the  goods  be  declared 
subject  to  Dawson's  lien,  and  that  they  be  sold  to  satisfy  the  same; 
and  also  that  the  defendants  pay  Dawson  the  sum  of  $1,250,  that 
jbeingthe  amount  of  rent  due. 

To  this  bill  there  is  a  general  demurrer  by  Ballantyne,  one  of 
the  defendants. 

Van  Winkle  and  Potter  for  the  demurrer. 

This  is  a  bill  filed  by  a  landlord  to  subject  goods  to  an  alleged 
lien  for  rent. 

The  bill  is  defective  in  the  following  particulars: 

First.  It  does  not  i^ow  that  the  complainant  had  the  reversion 
of  the  leased  premises  at  the  time  the  rent  became  due,  or  had  any 
interest  in  or  claim  to  the  rent. 

Second.  It  avers  a  lease  by  complainant  to  N.  L.  Williams,  one 
of  the  defendants;  but  it  does  not  show  what  term  was  granted^ 
or  that  such  term  was  unexpired  at  the  date  of  the  rent  falling  due, 
or  that  any  of  the  defendants  occupied  the  premises  during  the 
fear  for  which  rent  is  claimed.  It  merely  states  that  rent  for  the 
ending  1st  April,  1841,  was  due  on  that  day. 

Third.  It  does  not  show  any  rent  ii^  arrear  and  unpaid,  but 
lerely  states  when  the  rent  fell  due,  and  that  the  defendants  knew 

e  rent  was  unpaid,  with  a  general  charge  that  the  goods  aresub- 
|ect  to  a  lien  for  rent. 

Fourth.  It  shows  that  no  ^^ed  rent"  was  due;  that  the  rent 
was  to  be  annually  appraised,  but  shows  no  appraisement  nor  any 
^id  reason  why  it  was  not  made. 

The  appraisement  referred  to,  (Exhibit  A,)  is  not  a  valuation  of 
Ihe  rent  of  the  premises  described  in  the  bill  and  leased  to  N.  L. 
Williams,  but  of  the  store  occupied  by  N.  L.  Williams  and  Co. 
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The  bill  does  not  moitionany  such  occiqnntBy  bat  charges  a  boIb 
oocapation  by  N.  L.  Williams. 

The  bill  states  that  N.  L.  Williams  appointed  one  Bradley  ^ 
pndser  on  his  part  This  exhibit  does  not  show  a  joint  appraise- 
ment by  Bradley  and  Lawrence.  There  is  no  arerment  of  a  re* 
^  fasal  by  Bradley  to  act,  except  that  he  refused  to  act  at  that  time. 

Fifth.  There  is  no  averment  that  any  goods  were  on  the  leitfed 
piemises  at  any  time  during  the  year  for  which  the  rent  is  claimed; 
CNT  that  any  goods  were  removed  from  the  said  promises;  or  thai 
there  were  not,  at  the  time  the  bill  was  filed,  goods  on  the  said 
promises  sufficient  to  pay  the  rent 

Sixth  It  avers  that  the  defendants,  Ballantjme  and  J.  D.  Wilr 
liams,  were  partners  with  N.  L.  Williams  in  the  ownership  of  the 
goods;  but  does  not  show  that  these  defendants  were  pertnos  ia 
the  occupancy  of  the  store,  or  otherwise  occupied  it,  or  show  how 
Ballantyne  and  J.  D.  Williams  are  liable  for  rent,  or  that  they 
were  concerned  in  or  privy  to  the  removal  of  the  goods. 

Seventh.  Exhibit  B.  shows  that  the  defendant,  Lyman  Potter, 
was  not  trustee  as  charged  in  the  bill;  nor  is  it  allegad  tfiat  hehas 
any  of  the  goods:  no  cause  of  complaint  is  alleged  against  hhn. 

Eighth.  It  states  that  the  defendant,  N.  L.  Williams,  dainw  that 
the  complainant  owes  him,  and  therefore  will  not  pay  rent  Thia 
daim  is  not  denied.  The  complainant  states  that  he  does  not  be- 
lieve the  defendant,  N.  L.  Williams,  has  any  ^^^gal"  claim  against 
him. 

Ninth.  The  pmyer  of  the  bill  is,  that  all  the  defimdanls  shall 
be  decreed  to  pay  the  rent;  and  also,  that  the  goods  when  disoov^ 
ered  shall  be  sold  to  pay  the  same. 

TenttL  The  complainant  has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law. 

The  various  statements  in  the  bill,  that  the  eomjdainant  is  ^^m- 
fiurmed,''  and  that  the  def<aidant  "admitted,"  &c.  are  not  conaideved 
as  sufficient  allegations  of  &cia.    Mitford  42,  note  n. 

Before  a  landlord  can  distrain  for  rent,  or  assert  m  any  maimer 
his  lien  on  goods  found  upon  or  removed  bom  the  demised  piem- 
ises,  he  must  show. 

First  A.  demise  at  %.  certain  and  fixed  maty  so  that  a  lemMt 
may  know,  in  case  he  is  threatened  with  a  distress,  what  he  is  Id 
pay  to  prevent  it;  or,  in  case  his  goods  shall  be  distrained,  wimi 

9* 
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sum  to  tender,  in  order  to  retain  them.  Talentine  v,  Jackson,  1 
Wend.  302;  Wells  v.  Homish,  3  Penn'a  30;  4  Amer.  Com.  Law, 
483. 

Second.  That  he  (the  landlord)  is  entitled  to  the  legal  reversion 
in  the  demised  premises  at  the  time  the  rent  becomes  due.  3 
Black.  Com.  6,  note  8. 

Third.  A  continuing  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  at  the  time 
of  rent  due — ^i.  e.  the  rent  must  fall  due  before  the  term  expires; 
or  (under  our  statute)  distress  must  be  made  within  six  months 
thereafter,  ''and  during  the  continuance  of  such  landlord's  title  or 
interest,  and  diuring  the  possession  of  the  tenant  from  whom  such 
arrears  become  due."  How.  &  Hutch,  ch.  43,  sec.  68;  Williams  v, 
Zulop,  2  Wend.  148;  6  Cow.  407;  Pemberton  v.  Van  Rensselaer, 
1  Wend.  307. 

Equity  will  not  grant  a  remedy  (for  rent)  beyond  what,  by  anal- 
ogy to  the  law,  it  ought  to  grant    1  Sto.  Eq.  636. 

As  in  case  of  innkeeper's  claim  against  his  lodger.  ''Chancery 
has  no  jurisdiction  of  such  demand,  independent  of  the  lien." 
Black  V.  Biennan,  6  Dana,  311. 

The  prayer  of  the  bill  is  bad,  for  that  it  seeks  a  decree  against 
all  the  defendants  for  the  amount  of  the  rent  claimed,  and  also 
that  the  goods  may  be  sold  to  satisfy  the  rent. 

EusTis  contra. 

First.  The  bill  shows  a  lease  from  complainant,  entry  and  occu- 
pancy under  it,  and  rent  due,  payable  1st  April,  1841.  No  further 
specification  of  the  landlord's  title  could  be  required,  as  the  tenant 
could  not  traverse  the  title  of  his  landlord. 

Second.  The  particulars  of  the  lease  are  amongst  the  things 
sought  to  be  discorered.  The  bill  does  show  occupancy  by  the 
defendants  during  the  year  ending  April,  1841.  It  chains  that 
the  rent  was  due,  and  alleges  that  the  tenant  did  not  controvert 
the  &ct,  but  named  his  appraiser,  and  resorted  to  fraud,  not  to 
law,  to  defeat  the  payment. 

Third.  Same  reply.  Bill  alleges  that  there  was  no  controversy 
about  there  being  rent  due.  The  laws  of  the  land  give  a  specific 
lien.  There  is  an  equitable  lien  without  that,  binding  upon  all 
who  have  notice. 
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Fourth.  The  rent  was  fixed  by  lease  at  an  appraiaement.  It 
was  the  defendants'  own  wrong  if  the  appraisement  was  not  satis- 
fictory.  The  party  demurring  is  chaiged  as  a  confederate  in  the 
wrong. 

Fifth.  The  bill  charges  that  the  appraisement  in  the  exhibit  was 
of  the  rent  of  the  same  premises. 

Sixth.  The  bill  shows  that  the  defendants'  appraiser  refused  to 
act.  The  complainant  could  not  make  him  act;  but  must  take 
the  other  alternative,  to  act  without  him;  to  support  the  fairness 
of  the  valuation  it  all^fes  it  was  the  rent  paid  by  the  tenant  for 
the  previous  year. 

Seventh.  There  is  an  express  averment  that  the  complainant 
relied  on  the  goods  in  the  store  for  the  rent  due  April,  1841;  and 
that  said  goods,  of  great  value,  were  removed  and  secreted,  on  the 
night  of  tfie  30th  March,  1841,  and  the  levy  entirely  defeated  by 
the  removal  of  the  goods'. 

Eighth.  Ballantyne  and  J.  D.  Williams  are  charged  as  part 
owners  of  the  goods  in  the  store,  and  charged  as  participating  in 
the  conveyance  and  removal  to  defeat  the  levy. 

Ninth.  The  particular  construction  of  exhibit  B  is  immateriaL 
The  principle  is  beyond  question,  that  a  party  receiving  a  fund 
subject  to  a  trust,  with  notice,  is  bound  by  the  trust.  The  &cts 
are  charged.    Equity  raises  the  trust. 

Tenth.  Rent  is  not  subject  to  ofiset  of  an  ordinary  kind.  The 
denial  of  debt  is  sufficient,  and  the  pretences  of  defendant,  alleged 
in  a  bill,  are  hardly  matter  of  demurrer. 

Eleventh.  The  prayer  of  the  bill  is  perhaps  informal,  but  is^ 
not  in  the  words  stated  in  the  brief  of  defendants.  It  prays  that 
the  defendants  be  decreed  to  pay  the  rent,  and  the  lien  be  declared 
on  so  much  sold  as  may  be  necessary  to  satisfy  the  claim.  This 
is  not  claiming  to  be  twice  paid.  If  the  defendants  pay,  none  of 
the  goods  would  be  required  to  satisfy  the  claim;  so  that  a  decree 
could  be  made  upon  this  prayer.  The  words  ''or  in  default"  have 
probably  been  omitted  by  a  clerical  error. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  case  was  submitted  on  the  general  demurrer  of  Ballan- 
tyne.   Although  a  court  of  chancery  will  not  ordinarily  take  ju- 
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risdiction  of  a  case  for  rent,  yet  where  the  time  of  payment  or  the 
amount  to  be  paid  is  uncertain)  or  when  the  distress  is  evaded  or 
obstructed  by  fiaud,  the  court  will  take  jurisdiction  and  give 
reUef    1  Sto.  Eq.  636. 

In  this  case  the  amount  of  rent  was  uncertain,  having  to  be 
determined  by  appraisers  appointed  for  that  purpose.  The  dis- 
tress is  also  alleged  to  have  been  evaded  by  fraud. 

The  case  thus  presents,  clearly,  two  distinct  features  upon 
which  equity  takes  jurisdiction.  I  do  not  think  the  prayer  of  the 
bill  is  double,  as  is  supposed.  The  latter  part  would  seem  to 
refer  to  the  fund  only,  from  which  satisfaction  may  be  had;  but  if 
defective,  an  amendment  would  be  allowed. 

The  diemurrer  must  be  overruled. 
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Thomas  G.McIntyre  v.  Agricultural  Bank  et  aL 

The  interaft  of  a  gnntor  in  a  deed  of  tnut  ii  not  taelogoae  to  tke  intenit  of  a  noi^ 

gagor,  and  ii  not  tbe  labjeet  of  lien  or  execntion  at  law. 
Tlie  interest  of  a  eutui  que  tnut  in  real  eetate,  cannot  be  eold  on  an  execntion  at  law, 

nnleae  where  the  tnutee  holds  the  title,  ao  a  naked  ample  trait,  and  Ow  wbole  bena- 

fioal  interest  is  in  tbe  cutm  que  tru&L 
A  eowt  of  ehanoeiy  will  keep  an  ineoaifaiaBoa  alif«pflr  reawilwr  it  extiafwhadb  w 

may  bestsuit  the  pwpoaes  of  jnslke  and  the  honest  intent  of  Ae  paitim  to  the 


Where  a  third  party  purchased  an  estate  incombered  bj  a  deed  of  trnst,  and  Ibr  dia 
pnrpose  of  perfecting  his  title  paid  tiie  money,  to  secore  wUoh  tiie  deed  of  tiwt 
was  exeented,  and  had  artiahrtion  entered  npon  the  free  of  the  Aeed  of  traat ;  i 
bjtbeoourt,thatalthoQghthestnet  legal  effwt  of  this  was  to  detha  the 
in  the  deed  of  trnst  with  the  naked  legid  title,  yet  thb  was  not  sneh  an  intanst  aa 
eoald  be  coTered  by  a  judgment  at  law,  obtained  egainst  the  grantor  in  the  deed 
after  the  execution  of  the  same.  If  necesaaiy  to  the  protection  of  ttie  party  raiflng 
tiie  incumbrance,  the  court  would  fnrdier  hold,  that  the  legal  title  stffl  ranafaiad  la 
the  trustee,  fitf  the  benefit  of  the  party  laking  Um  ] 


The  bill  in  this  case  stales,  that  in  January,  1839,  Thomas  CL 
Mclntyre  contracted  with  John  Grissom  for  the  purchase  of  him 
of  a  tract  of  land  and  a  plantation,  in  the  county  of  Claibome. 
That  in  October,  1836,  Grissom  had  conyeyed  Ae  pioperty  in 
trust  to  Passmore  Hoops,  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  large  debC 
owed  by  Grissom  to  one  Miles  Luster,  which  debt  was  still  un- 
paid. Luster  had  transferred  his  interest  in  said  deed  of  trust  Id 
Wilson  F.  Dillon,  on  the  6th  day  of  January,  1839.  McIntyiB 
contracted  with  Grissom,  Dillon  and  Hoops  to  execute  his  two 
promissory  notes  to  Dillon,  with  two  good  sureties,  fin:  the  groos 
amount  of  $12,500,  payable  on  tfie  1st  days  of  January,  1640  and 
1841,  upon  condition  th^t  Dillon  would  jelease  the  land  from  the 
deed  of  trust  The  notes  were  made  and  delivered  to  Dillon  on 
the  10th  day  of  January,  1839.  Hoops,  the  trustee,  made  tbe  ftt 
lowing  entry  on  the  fibce  of  the  deed  of  trust: 


• 
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''This  deed  of  trust  has  been  paid  and  satisfied  so  ftr  as  the 
lands  mentioned  herein  are  subject  to  said  deed,  by  Thomas  G. 
Mclntyre;  and  I  hereby  authorize  the  clerk  of  the  probate  court 
to  record  this  memorandimi  on  the  margin  of  the  record,  and 
hereby  acknowledge  satisftction  in  full  as  to  the  land  mentioned 
herein,  and  do  release  the  land  firom  the  conditions  herein  men- 
tioned. 

Passmore  Hoops,  TVustee/* 

January  6, 1839. 

On  the  10th  of  January,  1839,  Grissom  made  a  deed  of  the 
land  to  Mclntyre,  which  was  recorded. 

After  the  deed  of  trust  had  been  executed,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  of 
December,  1837,  the  Agricultural  Bank  obtained  judgment  against 
Grissom  for  the  sum  of  $4,338  68,  and  on  the  8th  of  January, 
1840,  they  levied  an  execution  on  the  land  covered  by  this  deed 
of  trust,  and  advertised  the  same  for  sale.  Mclntyre  filed  his  bill 
charging  the  above  ftcts,  praying  to  be  substituted  to  the  rights  of 
Lifter  and  Dillon,  and  that  they  be  decreed  to  execute  a  release 
of  all  their  claim  to  said  land  to  Mclntyre;  and  that  in  the  mean 
time  the  Agricultural  Bank  be  restrained  from  selling  the  land 
tinder  their  execution. 

The  injunction  was  granted  by  C.  C.  Cage,  one  of  the  judges 
of  the  circuit  court.  The  Agricultural  Bank  demurred  to  the  bill, 
and  the  demurrer  was  argued  at  December  term,  1842. 

MoNTooMERT  and  BoTD  for  complainant. 

The  case  made  by  the  bill  is  in  substance,  that  Mclntyre  pur- 
chased from  Grissom  a  tract  of  land  which  was  subject  to  a  deed 
of  trust,  to  secure  a  debt  originally  due  to  Luster,  and  assigned 
to  Dillon;  and  it  was  agreed  between  all  the  parties — Grissom, 
Mclntyre,  Dillon,  Luster  ?uid  Hoops — ^that  Mclntyre  should  pay  a 
certain  sum,  ($12,600,)  and  that  the  deed  of  trust,  so  far  as  the 
land  was  liable,  should  be  released;  which  agreement  was  comr 
plated,  as  chained  in  the  bill,  on  the  10th  January,  1839,  at  which 
time  the  notes  were  giviH,  and  the  deeds  acknowledged.  An  in- 
formal release  was  made  by  Hoops,  the  trustee,  dated  6th  January, 
1839,  which  is  expressed  to  be  in  consideration  of  a  payment 
made  by  Mclntyre.    At  this  time  there  was  an  unsatisfied  judg- 
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ment  against  Grissom,  in  favor  of  the  bank,  which  was  a  lien  on 
Grissom's  estate  in  the  land.  But  it  does  not  appear  that  the  ex- 
istence of  this  judgment  was  known  to  the  parties,  particularly 
Mclntyre. 

This  bill  is  demurred  to,  and  must  therefore  be  treated  as  true. 
It  is,  in  its  nature  and  elflfect,  a  bill  to  foreclose  a  deed  of  trust, 
which  from  the  nature  of  the  release  upon  its  &ce,  cannot  be  fore- 
closed without  the  interposition  of  this  court.  If  the  release  had 
not  been  entered  of  record^  there  would  have  been  no  l^al  im- 
pediment to  a  sale  by  the  trustee,  which  would  of  itself  have  been 
a  foreclosure  of  the  equity  of  redemption;  but  the  trustee  having 
executed  a  general  release,  could  not  act  in  the  matter  without  a 
correction  of  that  defect  in  his  title  by  general  consent  of  all  par- 
ties interested,  or  the  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity. 

Courts  of  equity  regard  the  substance  of  transactions  and  not 
the  form,  and  will  in  general  consider  all  that  relates  to  one  trans- 
action as  having  entered  into  the  consideration  of  the  parties  and 
been  consummated  at  the  same  time,  without  reference  to  the  order 
of  time  in  which  each  fact  occurred,  unless  order  of  time  constitute 
the  essence  of  the  transaction,  which  very  rarely  occurs.  It  can- 
not therefore  make  any  difference  in  the  decision  of  this  case,  that 
release  of  the  deed  of  trust  by  Hoops  was  dated  a  few  days  pre- 
vious to  the  deed  from  Grissom.  The  date  was  not  material;  the 
delivery  was  the  essence  of  the  transaction,  and  that  appears  to 
have  been  a  simultaneous  act  in  effect,  if  not  in  fact. 

The  real  object  and  intention  of  the  parties  was,  that  Mclntyre 
should  have  an  unincumbered  title  to  the  land,  so  far,  at  least,  as 
the  parties  interested  in  the  deed  of  trust  were  concerned,  and 
cannot  be  presumed  to  have  been  intended  to  relieve  Grissom's 
estate  in  it  from  the  incumbrance.  And  no  rule  is  better  settled  than 
that  where  a  person  having  an  estate  in  land  subject  to  incum- 
brances, pays  off  and  discharges  such  incumbrances  for  the  pro- 
tection of  his  estate,  that  equity  will,  for  his  protection,  substitute 
him  to  the  rights  of  the  incumbrancer,  although  he  take  a  release 
instead  of  an  assignment.  And  for  the  protection  of  a  bona  fide 
purchaser,  an  outstanding  lien  which  has  been  satisfied  will  be 
sustained  in  equity.  1  Powell  on  Mort.  314-15;  2  J.  C.  R.  503; 
7  Dana  66. 
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Although  the  doctrine  of  tackmg  has  been  denied  by  our  courts, 
it  has  been  decided,  that  where  a  mortgagee  was  compelled  for 
his  own  security  to  satisfy  a  prior  judgment,  which  was  a  lien  on 
the  property,  he  was  entitled  to  payment  of  the  judgment  as  well 
as  mortage  out  of  the  fund.    4  J.  C.  R.  37. 

Deeds  of  trust  have  been  recognized,  by  our  courts  as  well  as 
those  of  England,  as  the  same  kind  of  security  as  mortgages,  and 
subject  to  the  same  rules.    1  Powell  on  Mort.  13;  2  Howard  896. 

The  position  assumed  by  defendants,  that  the  bank  has  a  legal . 
estate  by  the  levy  of  execution  on  the  equity  of  redemption,  is 
not  tenable.  A  judgment  is  but  a  lien  at  best.  Before  levy  it  is 
a  general  lien  on  all  the  land  of  the  debtor;  after  levy  it  is  a  spe- 
cific lien  on  the  property  seized,  and  equity  has  jurisdiction  at  any 
time  to  settle  the  rights  of  persons  claiming  conflicting,  concur- 
rent or  successive  liens.  And  the  elder  incumbrancer  may  file  a 
bill  to  foreclose — or,  which  is  now  the  universal  practice,  to  pro- 
cure a  sale  of  the  incumbered  property,  and  an  appropriation  of 
the  fund;  and  will  do  so  although  the  parties  are  in  no  danger  of 
disturbance  or  injury.  The  purchaser  of  an  equity  of  redemp- 
tion can  at  any  time  file  a  bill  to  redeem,  and  if  he  be  also  an 
incumbrancer)  he  can  claim  the  benefit  of  such  incumbrance  in 
his  bill.  The  purchaser  of  an  equity  of  redemption  is  not  bound 
to  pay  the  debts  which  are  charged  on  the  land,  but  holds  his 
estate  in  the  land  subject  to  such  incumbrance,  and  would  be  lia- 
ble to  be  foreclosed,  but  would  only  be  compelled  to  render  up 
the  property  to  be  sold  for  the  benefit  of  the  incumbrancer. 

The  further  position  assumed,  that  Mclntjrre  purchased  with 
full  knowledge  of  the  lien  of  the  bank,  is  not  sustained  by  the 
pleadings.  The  bill  admits  the  existence  of  the  judgment,  and 
that  it  constituted  a  lien  on  the  property,  but  does  not  admit  that 
it  was  known  by  Mclnt3rre.  And  such  inference  cannot  be 
drawn  from  any  fact  stated  in  the  bill.  A  judgment  is  a  lien  by 
positive  law,  and  is  not  affected  by  notice.  It  is  necessary  that 
purchasers  should  have  notice  of  judgments  to  affect  them  with 
the  consequences.  It  is  not  presumption  of  notice;  and  if  it 
could  avail,  the  defendant  in  this  case  should  have  relied  on  it  in 
his  answer. 

It  is  true  that  a  sale  under  the  execution  would  only  vest  the 
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equity  of  redemption  in  the  purchaser;  but  the  consequences  are 
not  truly  stated  by  defendant's  counsel.  The  purchaser  of  the 
equity  of  redemption  would  have  been  entitled  to  possession,  and 
Mclntyre  would  have  been  left  to  his  bill  of  foreclosure,  in  which 
he  would  have  been  met  by  this  informal  release  of  Hooper,  to 
avoid  the  consequence  ^of  which  he  would  have  had  to  prove 
notice  of  all  the  material  all^ations  of  his  present  bill.  The 
avoiding  this  unpleasant  and  critical  dilenmia  is  sufficient  ground 
for  coming  into  court  before  a  sale  under  the  execution,  to  settle 
the  rights  of  incumbrancers,  and  to  have  a  conversion  of  the 
incumbered  property  into  money  for  the  purpose  of  distribution 
among  the  incumbrancers. 

The  objection  that  all  the  parties  in  interest  are  not  made  par- 
ties to  the  record,  is  not  sustained.  Although  there  were  other 
incumbrances  included  in  the  deed  of  trust,  it  does  not  appear  that 
those  incumbrances  are  still  in  existence;  and  until  it  so  appears, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  make  theVncumbrancers  parties.  But  even  if 
it  were  necessary,  who  has  an  interest  that  is  not  a  party? 

If  the  bank  desires  that  the  whole  trust  fund  shall  be  marshal- 
led, it  can  be  obtained  by  a  cross  bill;  certainly  the  complain- 
ant had  no  right  to  claim  such  advantage,  for  he  was  not  en- 
titled to  any  benefit  beyond  the  fund  involved  in  this  case.  But 
the  bank  has  an  interest  in  the  whole  trust  fund,  and  would  be  en- 
titled to  a  conversion  of  the  whole  into  money,  and  an  application 
of  the  surplus  to  the  judgment.  Mclntyre  has  no  such  right,  and 
should  not  have  made  those  interested  in  that  fund  parties. 

Manbeville  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor. 

If  the  receipt  of  the  trustee  does  not  dischai^e  the  land  from  the 
trust,  I  should  then  consider  the  case  as  free  from  all  difficulty. 
The  interest  of  a  grantor  in  a  deed  of  trust  is  not  analagous  to  the 
interest  of  a  mortgagor,  and  is  not  the  subject  of  lien  or  execution 
at  law.  Here  was  an  absolute  conveyance  in  trust  for  the  payment 
of  debts.  It  bears  no  analogy  to  a  mortgage.  See  1  Pow.  on 
Mort.  p.  10,  note.  The  grjintor  has  but  a  contingent^  reversionary 
interest  The  trustee  holds  the  land  in  trust,  first  for  the  payment 
Vol.  I.— dO. 
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of  the  specified  debts,  ajud  secondly  for  the  benefit  of  the  grantor, 
if  any  thing  should  be  left  after  the  payment  of  the  debts.  See 
Denn  v.  Dodds,  1  Johns.  Gas.  160.  This  is  not  such  a  trust  interest 
in  the  grantor,  as  is  the  subject  of  levy  and  sale  at  common  law; 
a  judgment  at  law  is  not  a  lien  upon  a  mere  equitable  interest  in 
land.  1  John.  Ch.  Rep.  62;  17  Johns.  Rep.  350.  The  interest  of  the 
cestui  que  trust  in  real  estate  cannot  be  sold  on  an  execution  at 
law,  unless  where  the  trustee  holds  the  title  as  a  naked  simple 
trust,  and  the  whole  beneficial  interest  is  in  the  cestui  que  trust. 
Ontario  Bank  v.  Root,  3  Paige,  478 ;  Bogert  v.  Perry,  1  John.  Ch. 
Rep.  62;  17  John.  Rep.  360. 

It  may  be  well  questioned,  whether  the  writing  of  the  trustee, 
indorsed  on  the  deed  of  trust,  operated  to  release  the  legal  title  of 
the  trustee;  it  certainly  does  not  amount  to  a  technical  release,  not 
being  under  seal,  and  if  it  had  that  effect,  it  was  by  virtue  of  the 
receipt,  expressed  on  the  face  of  the  writing.  But  suppose  it  did, 
still  the  release  was  evidently  intended  for  the  benefit  of  Mclntyre, 
the  money  being  paid  by  him,  and  he,  having  contracted  for  the 
interest  of  Grissom;  and  although  the  effect  of  it  was  to  vest  the 
legal  title  formally  in  Grissom,  yet  a  court  of  equity  looking  to  the 
true  intent  and  object  of  the  release,  will  r^ard  Grissom  as  the 
mere  instrument  or  conduit  through  whom  the  legal  title  was  to 
pass  from  the  trustee  to  Mclntyre. 

The  consideration  which  laid  the  land  open  to  the  execution 
of  the  bank  was  paid  by  the  complainant  in  good  faith,  with 
a  view  to  perfect  his  own  title,  and  to  permit  the  bank  to  seize 
upon  the  mistake  or  accident,  by  which  the  l^al  title  was 
momentarily  vested  in  Grissom,  and  thus  appropriate  the  money 
paid  by  the  complainant  to  its  own  use,  would  be  a  perversion  of 
the  plainest  principles  of  justice.  It  is  obvious  that  the  payment 
by  Mclntyre  to  the  tnistee,  and  his  receipt  and  release,  were  both 
done  and  intended  for  no  other  purpose  than  that  of  consumma- 
ting Mclntyre's  contract  of  purchase  from  Grissom;  and  although 
the  strict  legal  effect  of  the  [receipt  or  release  may  have  opera- 
ted to  clothe  Grissom  for  the  time  with  the  naked  l^al  title,  yet 
this  was  not  such  an  interest  as  could  be  covered  by  the  judgment 
of  the  bank;  because  the  payment  of  the  money,  by  which  the 
legal  title  reverted  back  to  Grissom,'was  made  by  Mclntyre,  which 
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woold,  upon  well  settle^}  principles  of  equity,  create  a  resulting 
trust  in  his  favor  to  tlf at  title,  which  a  court  of  equity  would 
promptly  enforce.  A  cqurt  of  equity  will  protect  the  equitable 
rights  of  third  persons  againot  the  legal  lien  of  a  judgment,  and 
will  limit  such  lien  to  tfie  actual  interest  which  the  judgment 
debtor  has  in  the  estate.  Kiersted  v.  Avery,  4  Paige,  9.  In  the 
case  of  Hamilton  v.  Smith,  (2  Moll.  Rep.  482,)  it  was  held  that 
a  judgment  against  a  person  having  a  mere  equitable  title  to  land, 
does  not  bind  the  land  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person  subsequent- 
ly getting  the  legal  estate^  though  the  holder  of  the  judgment  was 
a  party  in  conveying  the  legal  estate. 

The  statute  of  this  state  subjecting  the  interest  of  a  cestui  que 
trust  in  lands  to  execution,  is  a  copy,  as  for  as  it  goes,  of  the 
statute  of  29  ^Char.  2,  which  has  uniformly  received  from  the 
English  courts  the  construction  I  have  laid  down. 

I  have  no  difficulty  in  declaring,  that  if  it  should  be  necessary 
to  the  protection  of  the  complainant,  against  the  judgment  of  the 
bank,  I  should  hold  the  leg^i  title  to  the  land  in  question  as  still 
remaining  in  the  trustee,  for  the  benefit  of  the  complainant  A 
court  of  chancery  will  keep  an  incumbrance  alive,  or  consider  it 
extinguished,  as  may  best  suit  the  purposes  of  justice,  and  the 
honest  intent  of  the  parties.  Star  v.  Ellis,  6  Jcim.  Ch.  Rep.  893, 
and  the  authorities  there  cited.  I  am  accordingly  of  opinion  that 
the  demurrer  of  the  bank  must  be  disallowed,  andan  answer  filed 
within  sixty  days. 
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A  man  wlio  buys  a  defective  title,  knowing  it  to  be  so,  must  abide  the  consequences. 

I^  on  account  of  a  contract  between  A  and  B,  A  gives  his  note  to  G,  who  is  a  creditor 
of  B,  A  cannot  be  relieved  from  his  note  because  of  a  fraud  committed  by  B,  in  his 
conduct  with  A. 

MThere  a  party  buys  land  and  takes  no  covenants  for  title,  and  theie  is  no  fraud,  he  has 
no  relief  at  law  or  in  equity,  even  on  total  failure  of  title. 

It  is  a  well  settled  rule,  that  a  party  who  has  bought  land  and  been  let  into  possession, 
and  who  seeks  to  enjoin  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money  on  the  ground  of  fraud 
or  failure  of  title,  must  pray  a  rescission  of  the  contract,  for  the  very  striking  reason 
that  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  both  withhold  the  purchase  money  and  at  the  same 
time  keep  and  enjoy  the  land.  The  only  prayer  in  this  bill  is  for  an  injunction.  No 
relief  ean  therefore  be  given  under  it,  and  the  bill  must  be  dismissed. 

In  the  year  1835,  the  trustees  of  the  sixteenth  section  of  school 
lands  for  the  county  of  Tallahatchie,  advertised  and  sold  one- 
eighth  of  the  same  to  James  A.  Girault.  Girault  laid  the  land 
out  in  town  lots,  and  formed  a  town  now  called  Tuscahoma.  Gi- 
rault then  made  the  following  agreement  with  the  parties  therein : 

"Article  of  agreement  and  understanding  by  and  between  James 
A.  Girault,  president  of  the  Tuscahoma  company,  and  William  D. 
Mills  and  William  Raney: — Whereas  the  said  Mills  and  Raney 
have  this  day  purchased  from  said  Tuscahoma  company  four  lots 
of  land  in  the  town  of  Tuscahoma,  known  as  Nos.  1,  2,  3  and  4, 
in  square  12,  and  have  agreed,  and  do  by  these  presents  agree,  to 
build  a  two  story  tavern  house,  and  finish  it  complete,  upon  said 
lot  No.  1;  and  the  said  James  A.  Girault,  as  president  aforesaid, 
doth  hereby  bind  himself  that  he  will  indorse  a  credit  of  sixty-six 
dollars  upon  each  of  the  three  notes  which  said  Raney  and  Mills 
have  executed  to  said  Girault,  making,  in  the  whole,  the  sum  of 
two  hundred  dollars.  Said  credits  are  to  be  immediately  made 
upon  the  completion  of  said  tavern  house.    In  witness  whereof 
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the  said  James  A.  Girault  has  hereunto  set  his  hand  and  seal,  the 
16th  day  of  January,  1835. 

James  A.  Girault.  [Seal.]" 

Hills  and  Raney  commenced  the  erection  of  a  hotel  and  other 
buildings  on  the  lot,  but,  before  they  were  completed,  Mills  died. 
Baney,  the  sunriving  partner,  sold  the  said  lots  and  unfinished 
buildings  at  auction,  and  the  same  were  bought  by  a  company,  to 
wit:  Augustus  S.  Campbell,  Benjamin  C.  Adams,  Minor  G.  Shu- 
marte,  Walter  Hickey,  and  William  Raney.  On  the  28th  day  of 
December,  1836,  ttiis  company  sold  the  property  to  David  Wil- 
liamson, the  complainant  in  this  bill,  whereupon  the  latter  execu- 
ted his  two  notes  to  said  Raney,  one  of  said  company,  in  place  of 
the  said  company — the  first  note  for  $2,000,  the  next  for  $100,  the 
latter  due  April  1st,  1836,  the  former  April  12, 1838.  Complain- 
ant, Williamson,  also  agreed  to  pay  the  notes  held  by  Girault 
against  Mills  and  Raney,  upon  the  said  Giraulfs  making  a  good 
l^al  title  to  said  lots.  Williamson  entered  upon  the  property  and 
went  on  to  make  improvements.  In  the  year  1838  Raney  sued 
Williamson  on  the  two  notes  to  him,  and  obtained  judgments. 
The  bill  charges  that  neither  Girault  nor  Raney  have  made  him  a 
tide;  that  they  never  had  any  title  themselves,  and  can  make  none 
to  him;  that  the  sale  by  the  trustees  of  the  sixteenth  section  was 
ill^al  and  conveyed  no  title  to  Girault,  and  prays  an  injunction 
to  enjoin  the  collection  of  Raney's  judgments  against  Williamson, 
the  complainant. 

Raney,  in  his  answer,  admits  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  and 
says  that  when  he,  as  surviving  partner  of  Raney  and  Mills,  sold 
said  lots,  they  were  bought  by  the  company  as  stated  by  com- 
plainant, for  the  sum  of  $2,000,  on  a  credit  of  twelve  months;  but 
before  said  company  executed  their  notes  for  the  purchase  money, 
Raney  took  an  equal  interest  in  the  purchase.  When  they  sold  to 
Williamson,  Raney  took  Williamson's  notes  in  place  of  the  notes 
of  said  company,  and  cancelled  the  latter.  He  also  states  that 
Williamson  was  to  look  to  Girault  for  his  title  to  the  property,  and 
was  fully  apprised  of  all  these  fiicts.  When  Williamson  took  pos- 
session of  the  property,  he  executed  to  Raney,  and  each  member 
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of  said  company,  a  note  for  one  hundred  dollars  for  the  improve- 
ments they  had  made,  since  when  he  has  had  midisturbed  posses- 
sion of  the  property. 

Girault  admits  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  except  that  he  says  he 
has  always  been  ready  to  make  title  to  the  lots,  whenever  the  pur- 
chase money  was  paid.  The  depositions  in  the  case  sustain  the 
same  points,  and  do  not  vary  the  facts. 

McKennon  and  Blocker*  for  complainant. 

Marsh  and  Ayres  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  complainant's  bill  should  be  dismissed,  for  the  following 
reasons: 

First.  Because  it  appears  that  Williamson  purchased  with  full 
knowledge  of  the  character  of  the  title  he  was  to  get  A  man 
who  buys  a  defective  title,  knowing  it  to  be  so,  must  abide  the 
consequences.     1  John.  Ch.  R.  213;  2  ibid.  336. 

Second.  Williamson  purchased  from  a  company,  not  from  Ra- 
ney, and  gave  his  note  to  Raney  in  lieu  of  the  company's  note, 
which  Raney  held.  This  precludes  any  defence  against  the  note 
to  Raney.  I^  on  account  of  a  contract  between  A  and  B,  A  gives 
his  note  to  C,  who  is  a  creditor  of  B,  A  cannot  be  relieved  from 
his  note  because  of  a  fraud  committed  by  B  in  his  contract  with  A. 
Hard.  R.  491;  1  Bibb's  R.  175. 

Third.  According  to  the  complainant's  own  showing,  he  agreed 
to  take  the  title  from  Girault,  and  of  course  cannot  look  to  Raney, 
nor  delay  him  in  the  payment  of  his  money.  Maynard  proves 
this  clearly.    3  Mon.  380. 

Fourth.  The  complainant  has  no  right  to  demand  title  from 
Girault  until  he  pays  him  the  purchase  money  which  he  agreed 
to  pay. 

Fifth.  Where  a  party  buys  land  and  takes  no  covenants  for 
title,  and  there  is  no  fraud,  he  has  no  relief  at  law  or  in  equity, 
even  on  total  &ilure  of  title.  There  is  no  pretext  that  there  was 
any  fraud  in  this  case.    2  John.  Ch,  R. 

Sixth.  No  relief  whatever  can  be  given  under  this  bill.    The 
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only  prayer  in  it,  either  general  or  special,  is  for  an  injunction. 
It  is  a  well  settled  rule,  that  a  party  who  has  bought  land  and 
been  let  into  possession,  and  who  seeks  to  enjoin  the  payment  of 
the  purchase  money,  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  failure  of  title, 
must  pray  a  rescission  of  the  contract,  for  the  very  striking  reason 
that  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  both  withhold  the  purchase  money 
and  at  the  same  time  keep  and  enjoy  the  land.  Markham  t;.  Todd 
et  al  2  J.  J.  Marshall,  367. 

The  bill  of  complaint  must  be  dismissed  at  the  cost  of  the  com- 
plainant. 
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After  the  holder  of  a  promiMory  note  hae  fixed  an  acoommodation  indoner  with 
notice,  and  proceeded  against  him  to  jndgment,  he  becomes  tiprineipaif  and  is  not 
entitled  to  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  as  a  surety. 

Where  two  judgments  were  obtained  on  the  same  note,  the  one  against  the  maker  and 
the  other  against  die  indorser,  and  the  execution  against  the  maker  was  leiied  on 
slaTes,  and  indorsed  in  the  following  words,  ''ReoeiTod  ^  16,334  57,  in  the  notes  of 
the  Oitizens'  Bank  of  Madison  county,  which  is  ready  if  the  plaintiff  will  take  it. 
8.  M.  Floumoy,  Sheriff,''— held  by  the  court,  that  this  was  not  a  satis&ction  of  the 
execution,  and  that  the  plaintiff  might  prosecute  his  judgment  against  die  indoi^ 
ser,  and  make  the  money  out  of  him. 

A  levy  is  Kprimafadt  satisfaction  of  an  execution;  but  if  the  levy  afterwards  proves 
to  be  insufficient,  this  presumptive  evidence  fidls. 

Where  two  judgments  are  obtained  against  di£brent  parties,  on  the  same  liability,  a 
levy  on  the  property  of  one  defendant  does  not  discharge  the  judgment  against  the 
other.  Nothing  but  an  actual  aatisfaetion  of  one  of  the  judgments  vnll  discharge 
the  other;  and  even  in  that  case  the  plaintiff  may  have  execution  for  costs  against 
the  latter. 

On  the  22d  of  January,  1836,  A.  G.  McNutt  became  the 
accommodation  indorser  of  James  G.  Mitchell,  on  a  promissory 
note  given  by  him  to  Pinckard  and  Arnold,  for  the  sum  of  thir- 
teen thousand  and  thirty-three  dollars,  Mitchell  having  bought 
slaves  of  Pinckard  and  Arnold  to  that  amount.  This  note  was 
transferred  to  Wilcox  and  Fearne,  and  they  brought  suit  on  the 
same  against  McNutt  alone.  On  the  12th  day  of  April,  1836, 
Mitchell,  the  maker  of  the  note,  confessed  judgment  on  the  same, 
and  an  execution  issued  on  said  judgment,  and  was  levied  on 
twenty-five  slaves,  the  property  of  Mitchell.  Mitchell  executed  a 
forthcoming  bond,  according  to  the  statute,  which  was  returned 
forfeited,  and  an  execution  issued  thereon  upon  the  10th  of  Janu- 
ary, 1837,  which  was  enjoined.  This  injunction  was  dissolved, 
and  on  the  3d  of  April,  1838,  a  third  execution  issued,  which 
was  levied  on  twenty-one  slaves  of  Mitchell,  which  were  not  sold 
for  want  of  bidders.  A  venditioni  exponas  then  issued,  com- 
manding said  slaves  to  be  sold,  which  was  returned  by  the  sheriff 
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with  the  following  indorsement:  '^Received  $16,334  in  the  notes 
of  the  Citizens'  Bank  of  Madison  County^  which  I  am  ready  to 
pay  over,  if  the  plaintifls  will  take  if' 

On  the  11th  day  of  April,  1836,  judgment  was  rendered 
against  McNutt  on  said  note.  Upon  this  judgment  execution 
issued,  and  a  forthcoming  bond  was  executed,  which  was  returned 
forfeited  on  the  26th  of  April,  1837.  In  May,  1837,  McNutt  sued 
out  a  writ  of  error  coram  nobis^  in  the  circuit  court  of  Warren 
county,  which  was  decided  against  him,  and  from  which  decision 
he  took  an  appeal  to  the  High  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals. 
This  court  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  and  on  the 
11th  of  April,  1839,  execution  issued  against  McNutt  and  his 
sureties  in  the  appeal  bond.  On  the  19th  of  April,  1839,  McNutt 
filed  his  bill  in  chancery,  charging  that  the  slaves  levied  on  under 
the  execution  against  Mitchell,  were  sufficient  to  pay  the  debt, 
and  that  the  said  levy  was  a  satisfaction  of  both  judgments.  The 
bill  prayed  for  an  injunction,  restraining  the  sheriff  firom  selling 
his  property  under  the  execution  against  him,  which  was  granted 
by  W.  L.  Sharkey,  Chief  Justice  of  the  High  Court  of  Errors 
and  Appeals.  At  the  December  term,  1839,  the  cause  came  on 
for  hearing  on  bill  and  answer. 

Anderson  and  Brian  for  complainant. 

G.  S.  and  J.  S.  Yeroer  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor. 

There  are  two  judgments  at  law  on  the  same  note;  one  against 
Mitchell,  and  the  other  against  the  complainant,  as  his  indorser. 
McNutt  enjoined  the  judgment  against  him,  alleging  that  a  levy 
had  been  made  upon  the  property  of  Mitchell,  who  gave  a  forth- 
coming bond,  which  was  forfeited,  and  that  a  new  execution 
issued  thereon,  which  was  levied  on  twenty  one  negroes  that 
were  unincumbered,  and  sufficient  to  pay  and  satisfy  the  debt 

The  answer  of  one  of  the  defendants  (Wilcox)  admits  the 
note,  judgments,  executions,  levies,  &c.,  and  states  that  he  does 
not  know  any  thing  about  the  title  to  the  negroes,  nor  whether 
they  were  sufficient  to  pay  the  debt  or  not    The  sheriff  returned. 
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^'Received  $16,334  in  the  notes  of  the  Citizens'  Bank  of  Madison 
County,  ready  to  be  paid  if  the  plaintiff  would  take  them." 

The  defendants  insist  that  the  levy  on  Mitchell's  property  is  not 
a  satisfaction,  and  that  nothing  but  an  actual  satis/action  of  the 
debt  itself  can  discharge  McNutt,  and  then  not  as  to  the  damages 
on  the  ajQirmance;  that  they  have  a  right  to  pursue  both  judg- 
ments until  there  is  a  final  satisfaction  of  the  one  or  the  other; 
that  McNutt  became  a  principal  by  reason  of  the  judgmtnt 
against  him. 

In  case  of  Lennox  v.  Prout,  3  Wheaton,  526,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  decided,  that  after  the  holder  of  a  note 
had  fixed  an  accommodation  indorser  with  notice,  and  proceeded 
against  him  to  judgment,  he  became  a  principal^  and  was  not 
entitled  to  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  as  a  surety. 

The  only  question  then,  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  levy  upon 
Mitchell's  property,  and  the  steps  in  connection  with  it,  amount  to 
a  satisfaction  of  the  debt  against  Mitchell;  if  so,  it  amounts  to  a 
iatis&ction  of  the  judgment  against  McNutt.  The  general  rule, 
that  a  levy  is  a,  prima  facie  satis&ction  of  the  execution  as  between 
the  immediate  parties  to  it,  is  recognized  by  all  the  books,  and 
seems  to  be  admitted  by  the  defendants  in  this  case.  But  it  is 
only  presumptive  evidence  as  between  the  immediate  parties 
themselves,  and  if  the  levy  afterwards  proves  insufficient^  that 
presumption  fails.  I  can  find  no  case,  where  upon  separate  judg- 
ments rendered  against  two  or  more  persons  upon  the  same  lia- 
bility, it  has  been  held  that  a  levy  upon  the  property  of  one, 
would  amount  to  a  dischai^e  of  the  judgment  against  the  others. 
On  the  contrary,  it  has  been  distinctly  held,  that  nothing  but  an 
actual  satisfaction  in  the  one,  would  operate  a  discharge  in  the 
others. 

In  the  case  of  Dikes  v.  Mercer,  quoted  in  2  Ld.  Raymond  from 
2  Showers,  where  there  was  a  judgment  against  one  of  the  several 
obligors,  a  ^eri  facias  and  seizure  of  property  to  the  value  returned, 
but  not  sold,  nor  the  money  paid,  this  was  pleaded  to  an  action 
brought  against  the  other  obligor,  and  it  was  held  that  it  was  no 
bar  to  the  action,  and  that  nothing  but  actual  satis&ction  would 
discharge  the  second  obligor. 

I  fully  approve  of  its  reasoning  and  recognize  the  principle  <^ 
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that  case.  It  remains  then  to  be  seen  whether  the  pleadings  and 
exhibits  in  this  case  show  an  actual  satitfaction  of  the  judgment 
or  ^cecution  against  Mitchell,  and  upon  this  feature  of  the  case  I 
confess  I  have  had  some  difficulty  in  arriving  at  a  satisfactory 
conclusion.  The  venditioni  exponas^  a  copy  of  which  is  made 
an  exhibit  in  the  answer,  leaves  it  extremely  doubtful  as  to  what 
action  was  had  under  that  process.  There  is  nothing  on  it,  nor 
any  return  by  which  it  appears  whether  the  property  mentioned 
in  it  was  sold  or  not;  there  is  the  simple  indorsement  that  he 
''received  $16,334  in  the  notes  of  the  Citizen's  Bank  of  Madison 
county,  which  he  is  ready  to  pay  over,  if  the  plaintiff  will  take  it," 
without  stating  from  whom  the  notes  were  received,  whether  in 
satisfaction  by  sale  of  the  property,  or  in  any  other  way.  Bank 
notes  of  the  Citizen's  Bank  of  Madison  county  may  have  been 
intended,  but  this  is  an  intendment  which  the  court  cannot  make; 
the  sentence  being  in  itself  intelligible,  plain  and  unambiguous, 
without  such  intendment.  Suppose  then  these  notes  were  received 
in  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  which  however  does  not  appear, 
would  they  amoimt  to  a  legal  satisfaction?  In  the  case  of  the 
Bank  of  Orange  County  v.  Wakeman,  in  1  Cow.  46,  where  the 
sheriff  took  the  defendant's  n(^tiable  promissory  note,  gave  a 
receipt  in  full,  and  returned  the  execution  satisfied,  the  court  held 
that  the  sheriff  having  acted  without  any  legal  authority,  the 
plaintiff  was  not  bound  by  the  proceedings,  and  that  it  could  not 
for  that  reason  operate  as  satis&ction, — ^placing  the  decision  ex- 
pressly upon  the  ground  that  such  a  course  on  the  part  of  the 
sheriff  was  not  within  the  regular  and  l^;al  course  of  his  duty. 
This  case  is,  I  apprehend,  decisive  in  the  present  motion.  Even 
if  the  judgment  against  Mitchell  had  been  actually  satisfied,  it 
would  constitute  no  ground  for  enjoining  the  judgment  against 
McNutt,  so  far  I  mean  as  the  costs  and  damages  in  the  suit  against 
him  are  concerned. 
The'injunction  must  be  dissolved,  but  without  damages. 
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A  party  v^ho  comes  into  a  court  of  chancery  to  rescind  a  contract,  upon  the  ground  of 
the  defendant's  inability  to  comply  with  his  part  of  the  contract,  must  put  his  adver- 
sary in  the  wrong.  In  other  words,  the  complainant  must  show  that  he  has  him- 
self done  and  perfiormed,  on  his  part,  whatever,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  he  is 
required  to  do,  in  order  to  authorise  him  to  demand  a  compliance  at  the  hands  of  the 
defendant 

Complainant  purchased  land  of  respondent,  and  the  latter  gave  the  former  a  bond  for 
title  when  the  purchase  money  should  be  paid,  Before  all  of  the  purchase  money 
was  paid,  complainant  ascertained  that  respondent  had  no  title,  or  a  defective  title. 
Without  offering  to  pay  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money,  or  demanding  a  title, 
complainant  filed  a  bill  to  enjoin  the  collection  of  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money: 
Held  by  the  court,  that  the  allegations  of  the  bill  were  not  sufficient  to  warrant  an 
injunction.  If  the  complainant  had  made  a  tender  of  the  purchase  money  and  de- 
manded his  deed,  and  the  defendant  had  refused  or  was  unable  to  convey  a  good 
title,  the  court  would  enjoin  the  collection  of  the  purchase  money  until  the  suffi- 
ciency pf  the  defendant's  title  could  be  investigated,  and  grant  relief  accordingly. 

The  bill  in  substance  charges  that  the  complainant  purchased 
of  respondent  two  hundred  and  fifty  acres  of  land,  part  of  section 
sixteen,  township  five,  range  three,  west,  for  three  thousand  dol- 
lars, of  which  four  hundred  dollars  were  paid  in  hand,  and  made 
his  notes  to  respondent  for  the  residue,  to  wit:  one  for  six  hundred 
dollars,  due  25th  December,  1837;  one  for  a  thousand  dollars,  due 
25th  December,  1838;  and  one  for  a  thousand  dollars,  due  25th 
December,  1839;  and  that  respondent  made  his  bond  for  good  and 
sufficient  title  thereto,  so  soon  as  the  Bniire  and  full  amount  of 
the  purchase  money  should  be  paid,  which  contract  is  evidenced 
by  respondent's  bond  for  title,  filed  and  marked  A;  part  of  the  bill 
charges  the  payment  of  the  note  of  six  hundred  dollars,  and  the 
payment  of  four  hundred  and  thirty-nine  dollars  on  the  note  of  a 
thousand  dollars  due  26th  December,  1838,  and  charges  that  suit 
is  instituted  for  the  recovery  of  the  residue  of  said  note. 

The  bill  further  charges  that  said  two  hundred  and  fifty  acres 
of  land,  mentioned  in  said  bond,  is  part  of  section  sixteen,  which 
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is  one  of  three  sections  of  land  located  for  Beckey  Locklier,  No. 
685,  Secaly  District  of  the  Chickasaw  tribe,  as  her  reserve  under 
the  treaty;  that  said  Beckey  Locklier  died,  and  one  Eli  Locklier, 
a  n^^ro,  who  called  and  represented  himself  as  husband  of  said 
Beckey,  executed  his  deed,  purporting  to  convey '  said  section,  to- 
gether with  sections  21  and  22,  of  which  said  two  hundred  and 
fifty  acres  are  part,  to  Wilson  T.  Caruthers  and  Richard  Bolton, 
by  deed  dated  27th  May,  1836,  of  which  a  copy  is  filed  and  mark- 
ed B;  and  that  said  Caruthers  and  Bolton  conveyed  said  section 
sixteen  to  David  Hubbard,  in  June,  1836,  by  deed  with  special 
warranty,  a  copy  of  which  is  filed  and  marked  C;  and  that  said 
Hubbard  conveyed  said  land  to  Jno.  Delafield  and  others,  trustees 
of  the  New  York  and  Mississippi  Land  Company,  by  deed  of  date 
3d  January,  1837 — a  copy  of  said  deed  is  filed  and  marked  D. 

The  bill  further  charges  that  said  respondent  represented  that 
he  had  good  right  and  title  to  said  land;  was  fully  authorized  to 
sell  the  same,  and  make  title  thereto;  and,  since  the  purchase;  com- 
plainant charges  that  he  has  discovered  that  said  Delafield  and 
others  have  not  conveyed  to  respondent,  and  that  he  pretends  to 
hold  their  title  bond,  which  is  not  of  record;  and  that  respondent 
has  not  paid  for  the  lands. 

Complainant  further  charges  that  said  Beckey  Locklier,  at  the 
time  of  her  death,  left  five  children,  three  by  said  Locklier  and 
two  by  her  former  husband,  cm  Indian  of  said  tribe,  living  at  her 
death,  and  that  said  children  had  gone  west  of  the  Mississippi 
river  with  the  tribe,  and  that  at  the  death  of  said  Beckey  Locklier 
said  lands  descended,  under  the  6th  article  of  the  treaty  of  Dan- 
cing Rabbit  creek,  to  the  husband  and  children  of  said  Beckey, 
and  the  survivor,  in  case  the  husband  was  an  Indian;  and,  by  the 
7th  article  of  the  treaty,  if  the  husband  was  a  white  man,  abso~ 
lutely  in  the  children;  and  in  case  the  husband  was  a  n^o,  no 
title  vested  in  him;  that  the  deed  from  said  Locklier  communica- 
ted no  title  to  the  grantors  aforesaid,  and  that  said  respondent's 
title  bond  is  worthless,  &c.  There  is  also  an  indistinct  charge  of 
insolvency  in  the  bill. 

Respondent,  in  his  answer,  admits  that  complainant  bought  said 
land  in  the  bill  for  the  price  and  upon  the  terms  mentioned  in  the 
bill,  and  refers  to  his  title  bond  to  complainant  as  containing  the 
Vol.  1—11 
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precise  terms  of  the  sale;  admits  the  payments  made  in  the  hill, 
the  bringing  the  suit,  &c.]  and  from  which  it  appears  that  the 
complainant  has  no  right  to  ask  and  demand  title  till  the  consid- 
eration money  is  paid;  and  that  there  are  sixteen  or  seventeen 
hundred  dollars  yet  remaining  unpaid;  that,  immediately  after 
said  contract,  complainant  entered  upon  the  land,  and  has  and  still 
does  enjoy  the  same;  that  there  were  seventy-five  or  eighty  acres 
of  improved  land  upon  said  tract,  worth  five  dollars  per  acre;  that 
said  tract  is  part  of  section  sixteen,  and  that  it  was  located  for  said 
Beckey  as  part  of  her  reserve;  that  said  Eli  Locklier  made  the 
deed  to  Caruthers  and  Bolton,  marked  B  in  the  bill;  that  said  Eli 
was  the  husband  of  Beckey,  according  to  the  usages  of  said  tribe; 
admits  said  Beckey  died  before  making  said  deed,  leaving  said  Eli 
and  five  children  living,  two  or  three  of  whom  she  had  by  her 
former  husband,  a  native  Chickasaw,  and  who  were  provided  for 
as  orphans  under  said  treaty,  and  two  or  three  by  said  Locklier; 
all  of  said  children  have  gone  west  with  the  tribe;  does  not  admit 
said  Locklier  to  be  a  negro,  but  was  a  white  man,  resident  in  the 
nation  at  the  time  of  making  the  treaty,  and  who  had  long  before 
been  married  to  said  Beckey;  in  fact,  respondent  had  either  been 
bom  in  said  nation,  or  had  lived  so  long  in  said  nation  as  to  be 
adopted  as  one  of  the  tribe,  as  he  is  advised;  that  said  Eli  was 
treated  both  by  the  agent  and  chie&  of  the  tribe  as  a  white  man, 
in  their  official  capacities,  as  will  appear  by  their  certificate  upon 
exhibit  B  in  the  bill,  and  entitled  to  said  land  under  the  treaty; 
and  insists  that  the  same  cannot  now  be  questioned,  being  already 
adjudicated  by  the  proper  authority  under  the  treaty;  admits  the 
conveyance  from  Bolton  and  Caruthers  to  Hubbard,  exhibit  C  in 
the  bill;  also  admits  that  Hubbard  conveyed  to  Delafield  and  oth- 
ers, trustees,  &c.  exhibit  D  in  the  bill,  and  from  whom  respondent 
purchased  and,  took  title  bond,  exhibit  No.  1  in  the  answer,  and 
which  forms  part  of  respondent's  title,  and  ftom  which  it  appears 
that  respondent  is  entitled  to  a  title  on  payment  of  the  purchase 
money.  The  power  of  attorney  from  said  trustees  to  Hubbard 
and  Bolton  is  filed,  exhibit  No.  2,  and  authorizes  the  sale;  that 
$3,200  was  the  money  agreed  to  be  given  for  the  section  to  said 
company,  $600  of  which  paid  down  and  respondent's  notes  for  the 
residue— one  for  $200,  and  two  for  $1200  each— which  are  un- 
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paid.  Respondent  says  he  told  complainant  that  he  held  the  title 
bond  t)f  said  company  for  said  section,  and  that  he  owed  the  com- 
pany therefor  #2,600,  and  that  no  title  to  said  land  could  be  had 
till  the  money  was  paid;  and  that  respondent's  object  in  selling 
said  land,  in  part,  was  to  get  money  to  pay  the  same;  and  that 
complainant  purchased  with  full  knowledge  of  those  &cts;  denies 
making  any  other  representation  on  the  subject;  he  denies  insol- 
vency, present  or  prospective;  that  Eli  Locklier  is  still  alive,  and 
lives  with  the  tribe  west  of  the  river;  insists  that  he  will  be  able 
to  make  title  so  soon  as  complainant  shall  entitle  himself  to  it. 

J.  W.  Chalmers  for  complainant 

The  questions  arising  upon  this  bill  and  answer  are  two. 

1st.  Did  the  deed  of  Eli  Locklier  communicate  any  title?  and 
if  it  did — ^then 

2nd.  Is  defendant  in  such  a  situation  as  to  authorize  the  collec- 
tion of  the  money  due  for  the  land? 

Upon  the  first  point  plaintiff  contends  that  by  the  7th  article  of 
the  treaty,  the  husband  of  Beckey  Locklier,  Eli,  being  a  white  man^ 
at  her  death  the  lands  reserved  to  her  by  said  treaty  descended 
and  vested  in  her  five  children,  and  that  by  law;  and  so  &r  from  the 
action  of  the  commissioners  and  agents  at  Pontetoc  being  fixed  and 
conclusive,  that  when  so  vested  by  operation  of  law,  they  were  ex- 
cluded or  concluded  firom  the  exercise  of  any  authority  over  it 
"  They  had  no  Jurisdiction,^  and  all  their  acts  in  the  premises 
were  not  only  voidaUe,  but  absolutely  void.  The  distinction  be- 
tween this  and  the  case  of  Anderson  and  Ome  v,  Lewis  and  Niles, 
so  elaborately  argued  at  this  term,  is  simple  and  striking:  In  that 
case  the  located  Indian  sold  her  land,  and  it  was  approved;  in  this 
case  the  located  Indian  died,  and  her  land  vested  by  operation  (^ 
law  in  her  children;  they  never  sold,  and  were  approved.  But 
a  white  man  sold  their  lands  vested  in  them  by  treaty,  and  this 
act  was  approved.  Had  the  commissioners  power  to  approve  of 
sales  of  Indian  lands  made  by  white  men?  If  they  had  in  one, 
they  had  in  all  cases,  to  the  extent  of  parcelling  out  the  country  to 
the  whites,  to  the  entire  exclusion  of  the  Indians,  to  whom  it 
belonged,  and  whose  sales  alone  they  were  authorized  to  approve. 
Take  it  for  granted,  that  the  act  of  the  commissioners  is  final  and 
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conclusive  in  the  sense  contended  for  to-day,  which  is  confined  to 
the  jurisdiction  given  under  the  treaty;  it  is  not  less  void  if  they 
go  beyond  their  powers.    See  Treaty,  Art.  7,  p.  8. 

If  I  am  correct  in  the  foregoing,  there  is  an  end  of  this  case,  and 
defendant  has  no  pretence  for  enforcing  the  collection  of  the  pur- 
chase money  for  the  lands;  but  if  in  this  I  am  in  error,  let  us  see 
if  defendant  is, 

2nd.  In  a  situation  to  enforce  the  payment,  which  question 
presents  two  aspects,  whether  the  said  Hubbard  and  Bolton,  who 
made  the  title  bond,  exhibit  1,  to  defendant,  had  authority  from 
the  owners  of  the  land;  and  if  so,  whether  said  bond  alone  is  suf- 
ficient to  authorize  defendant  to  enforce  payment  before  he  obtains 
title  himself. 

On  the  first  point  here  presented,  your  Honor  will  observe  that 
David  Hubbard  by  deed,  exhibit  D  of  bill,  conveys  said  land  to 
defendant  and  others,  "  Trustees  of  the  New  York  and  Missis- 
sippi Land  Company ^^^  and  that  said  Hubbard  and  Bolton,  who 
made  Sherman's  bond,  exhibit  1  of  the  answer,  do  so,  by  virtue 
of  exhibit  2  of  the  answer,  which  upon  inspection  will  be  found 
to  be  a  power  of  attorney  to  sell  and  convey  the  lands  of  the  parties 
and  their  wives,  "owr  lands^  in  Mississippi,  Tennessee,  and  Ala- 
bama, without  mentioning  or  alluding  to  the  lands  held  by  them 
as  trustees  of  ^^the  New  York  and  Mississippi  Land  Company ^^ 
to  whom  said  lands  belonged;  nor  is  there  any  thing  in  the  paper 
lo  induce  the  coiurt  so  to  think,  even  while  it  is  manifest  firom  the 
I)ower,  that  other  lands  were  intended.  But  if  your  Honor  shall 
be  of  opinion  that  said  power  of  attorney  did  authorize  Hubbard 
and  Bolton  to  sell  said  land  and  execute  the  title  bond  to  Sherman, 
the  complainant  still  calls  on  said  defendant  to  show  his  title — 
make  it  manifest  to  the  court  that  he  can  comply  with  his  part  of 
the  contract,  before  he  enforces  compliance  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
plainant. Has  he  done  so?  He  has  not;  but  the  exhibits  and  the 
answer  of  defendant  show  that  he  not  only  has  no  title^  but  that 
title  is  in  the  children  of  Beckey  Locklier,  over  whose  rights  this 
court  can  exercise  no  power,  and  upon  whom  defendant  has  no 
claims  for  title. 

This  court  will  never  enforce  contracts  specifically,  unless  both 
parties  do  what  they  agreed  to  do.    Is  not  the  principle  involved 
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in  this  case  the  same?  for  although  this  is  not  a  case  for  a  specific 
peiformance,  yet  the  court  is  asked  to  dissolve  this  injunction,  that 
the  defendmit  may  make  the  purchase  money  for  land  to  which  he 
has  not  only  no  title,  but  can  neyer  acquire  one  by  any  act  on  his 
part,  or  with  the  aid  of  this  court.  If  defendant  had  contracted  for 
title  with  the  owner,  or  if  Hubbard  and  Bolton,  or  the  New  Yotk 
and  Mississippi  Land  Company,  were  the  owners,  then  the  case 
would  fall  within  the  principle  of  mutual  independent  covenantSi 
and  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money  being  a  condition  prece- 
dent, its  payment  must  be  made  or  tendered  before  a  title  could 
be  required — ^because  that  would  be  but  enforcing  the  contract  of  die 
parties,  a  contract  which  defendant  had  a  right  to  make  by  virtue 
of  his  contract  with  the  owners  of  the  land,  upon  compliance  with 
which,  the  court  could  compel  them  to  make  him  a  title.  But  in 
this  case  defendant  has  no  pretence  of  title, — has  sold  a  pretended 
title — and  no  aid  of  this  court  or  act  of  his  own  can  place  him  in 
a  position  to  comply  with  his  contract  with  complainant  Is  it 
not  manifest  then,  that  by  dissolving  the  injunction,  this  court 
places  complaiuant  in  a  position  where  it  is  impossible  for  it  to  re- 
lieve him?  This  is  inequitable,  and  enables  defendant  to  defraud 
complainant  For  although  in  answer  to  the  bill,  defendant  says 
complainant  knew  the  state  of  the  title,  this  only  means  the  paper 
tide  of  defendant;  which  both  parties  knew  and  doubtless  consid- 
ered sufficient  for  the  contract  But  the  defect  chiefly  relied  upon 
is  the  descent  of  the  land  to  Beckey  Locklier's  children.  Of  this 
complainant  was  ignorant,  and  of  this  he  complains,  and  it  is  not 
cured  by  his  knowledge  of  defendant's  paper  title,  in  which  both 
parties  had  confidence,  and  upon  the  strength  of  which  defendant 
assured  and  complainant  believed  title  could  be  made.  But  until 
the  title  is  cleared  of  the  right  by  descent  of  the  heirs  of  Beckey 
Locklier,  this  injunction  should  not  be  dissolved.  See  6  Call 
Rep.  368;  6  Pet.  389;  4  Mun£  342;  3  Leigh  161;  3  Munf.  168; 
1  Eq.  Dig.  134,  and  cases  cited. 

ToTTEN  and  Greer  for  respondent. 

From  the  bill  and  answer  it  is  apparent  that  there  is  no  ground 
in  favor  of  the  bill  to  support  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  but  is 
a  case  in  which  complainaat  has  given  his  notes  and  has  tak^i 
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the  lespondent's  bond  for  title;  and  if  he  is  not  able  to  make  title, 
is  able  to  answer  in  damages  for  failure.  There  is  no  fraud 
all^d  or  admitted. 

As  it  respects  the  title  to  said  land,  it  is  needless  to  discuss  the 
question,  as  from  the  state  of  the  pleading,  complainant  is  not  in 
a  condition  to  ask  one.  In  making  said  contract,  complainant 
relied  upon  his  covenants  in  the  title  bond,  and  has  shown  no  rear 
son  which  would  authorize  the  court  to  interfere  therewith,  and 
change  the  legal  consequences  of  that  agreement. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  complainant's  bill  states  the  purchase  of  a  tract  of  land  of 
the  defendant,  for  which  he  took  the  defendant's  bond  to  make  a 
good  and  sufficient  deed  to  the  land,  ^'so  soon  as  the  entire  and 
full  amount  of  the  purchase  money  should  be  paid."  He  all^fes 
that  the  defendant  has  sued  and  recovered  judgmient  against  him 
for  a  part  of  the  purchase  money,  which  judgment  he  has 
enjoined  upon  the  allegation  of  the  want  of  title  in  the  defendant, 
and  prajTS  for  the  rescission  of  the  contract. 

A  party  who  comes  into  a  court  of  chancery  to  rescind  his  con- 
tract, upon  the  ground  of  the  defendant's  inability  to  comply  with 
his  part  of  such  contract,  must  put  his  adversary  in  the  wrong. 
In  other  words,  the  complainant  must  show  that  he  has  done  and 
performed  on  his  part  whatever,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
he  is  required  to  do,  in  order  to  authorize  him  to  demand  a  com- 
pliance at  the  hands  of  the  defendant.  Without  this,  it  cannot 
appear  to  the  court  but  that  the  defendant,  when  required  to  act 
according  to  the  terms  of  his  contract,  may  remove  all  the  grounds 
of  complaint.  These  views  are  fully  sustained  in  9  J.  R.  126, 
and  12th,  451. 

The  payment  of  the  purchase  money  in  this  case,  by  the  very 
terms  of  the  bond,  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  complainant's 
right  to  demand  a  deed  from  the  defendant,  and  yet  there  is  no 
allegation  in  the  bill  of  any  offer  to  pay  by  the  complainant,  nor  of 
any  demand  of  a  deed.  The  old  maxim,  that  he  who  asks  equity 
must  do  equity,  has  a  pointed  application.  For  any  thing  that 
now  appears  to  the  court,  the  defendant  may  fully  comply  with 
his  contract,  when  there  is  an  offer  made  to  pay  him  his  purchase 
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money.  If  there  are  incumbrances  on  bis  title,  he  may,  in  the 
mean  time,  remove  them.  If  there  is  an  outstanding  paramount 
tide,  he  may  buy  it  in.  Suppose  the  complainant's  bill  was  for  a 
specific  performance,  instead  of  a  rescission,  must  he  not  show 
that  he  had  done  every  thing  on  his  part  to  have  the  contract  exe- 
cuted? So  in  a  suit  at  law  upon  the  bond,  it  would  be  incumbent 
on  the  plaintifi*  to  aver  and  prove  a  payment  or  an  offer  to  pay 
the  purchase  money,  before  he  could  maintain  his  action. 

In  a  case  referred  to  in  3  Monroe's  Rep.  171,  where  a  purchaser 
holding  a  bond  for  title  filed  his  bill  for  rescission,  without  apply- 
ing for  performance  or  offering  to  rescind  until  after  he  was  sued 
for  the  purchase  money,  the  court  held  that  he  was  not  entitled  to 
a  rescission.  If  tlie  complainant  here  had  made  a  tender  of  the 
purchase  money,  and  demanded  his  deed,  and  the  defendant  had 
refused,  or  was  unable  to  convey  a  good  title,  a  very  different  case 
would  have  been  made.  In  ;5uch  a  case  the  court  would  enjoin 
the  collection  of  the  purchase  money  until  the  sufficiency  of  the 
defendant's  title  could  be  investigated,  and  give  relief  accord- 
ingly. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  express  any  opinion  as  to  whether  the 
pleadings  show  the  defendant  to  have  a  good  title  or  not.  The 
complainant  does  not  show  himself  entitled  to  demand  a  deed, 
and  until  then  he  has  no  right  to  institute  an  inquiry  into  the 
defendant's  ability  to  convey. 

The  injunction  must  be  dissolved. 
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Conrts  of  equity  have  jurudicdon  to  correct  mistakes  or  obvioas  omissioiis  in  a 
will;  but  thoy  must  be  such  as  are  demonstrable  from  the  scope  and  stmctuie 
of  the  will,  or  as  are  readily  pointed  oat  by  a  plain  construction  of  its  terms. 

The  statute  of  wills  in  Mississippi  requires  three  witnesses  to  a  will  bequeathing 
real  estate.  Where  a  will  bequeathing  both  real  and  penonal  estate  had  but 
two  witnesses,  it  was  held  good  as  to  the  penonal  estate,  but  void  as  to  fhe  rtal 


When  a  legacy  is  given  to  an  heir  at  law  in  lieu  or  in  satisfodion  of  his  claim  on 
the  real  estate  devised  to  another,  or  upon  condition  that  he  would  not  dispute 
the  will,  or  that  he  would  release  all  claim  to  th4  estate  devised — ^in  all  these 
cases,  if  the  will  is  ineffectual  as  to  the  real  estate  for  the  want  of  the  proper 
solemnities,  the  heir  at  law  would  be  put  to  his  election  between  the  legacy 
and  the  void  devise. 

In  this  case  the  bill  states  that  Rush  Nutt,  previous  to  his  death, 
made  and  executed  his  will,  which  was  duly  probated  in  Jefferson 
county.  Haller  Nutt  was  appointed  executor  under  the  will.  By 
a.  mistake,  there  were  but  two  witnesses  to  the  execution  of  the 
will — ^the  testator  and  Dr.  Savage,  who  drew  the  will,  believing 
that  two  witnesses  were  sujfllcient  for  the  disposition  of  real 
estate  by  last  will;  and  that  said  testator  had  left  memoranda  in 
his  own  hand  writing,  (without  date  or  signature,  however,)  cor- 
responding with  the  probated  will,  which  memoranda  were  on  file 
in  the  probate  court  of  Jefferson  county. 

By  the  will  the  complainant,  Haller  Nutt,  is  sole  devisee  and 
legatee  of  the  estate  of  the  testator,  for  the  purposes  contained  in 
the  will. 

Under  an  order  of  the  probate  court,  the  personal  estate  was  ap- 
praised at  $65,084  12.  In  pursuance  of  the  will,  and  on  written 
agreement  with  Mary  J.  Nutt,  the  widow  of  the  testator,  an  ap- 
praisement of  the  land  was  had,  being  1664  acres  at  ||35  an  acre, 
which  was  in  accordance  with  the  marriage  contract  to  ascertain 
Mrs.  Nutt'S  seventh  part. 
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At  the  death  of  the  testator,  his  heirs,  independently  of  the  will, 
were  Mary  A.  Mason,  to  whom  $6000  is  to  be  paid  by  complainant 
under  the  will;  Sarah,  Eliza  and  Margaret  Nutt,  to  each  of  whom  is 
bequeathed  the  sum  of  $10,000,  besides  their  education  and  main- 
tainance;  EmmaNutt,  (half  sister  of  the  other  children  of  Rush  Nutt, 
who  died  an  infant,  leaving  her  half  brothers  and  sisters  her  heirs,) 
a  bequest  of  $5000;  Rittenhouse  Nutt,  in  whose  &yor  no  provision 
is  made,  having  received  his  portion  in  testator's  lifetime,  and  the 
complainant,  to  whom  is  devised  and  bequeathed  all  the  real  and 
personal  estate  of  the  testator,  excepting  a  few  articles  of  not  much 
value,  subject  to  the  payment  of  said  legacies,  and  to  the  payment 
of  the  value  of  the  seventh  part  of  the  value  of  the  real  estate  to 
the  widow. 

The  bill  makes  Mary  J.  Nutt,  the  widow,  Mary  A.  Mason,  Sa- 
rah, Eliza  and  Margaret  Nutt  defendants,  stating  that  the  latter 
two  are  minors. 

Bill  further  states,  that  complainant  has  taken  charge  of  the 
estate  and  entered  upon  his  duties  under  the  will;  but  is  advised 
of  the  difficulty  growing  out  of  the  will,  being  attested  but  by 
two  witnesses  in  r^^d  to  the  real  estate  thereby  devised,  unless 
sanctioned  by  this  court — to  which  court  he  is  advised  belongs 
the  power  of  correcting  the  mistake  in  said  will  as  to  its  attesta- 
tion, and  directing  him  in  discharging  the  trust  and  duties  de- 
volved upon  him  under  said  will,  iri  the  payment  of  the  l^acies, 
and  respecting  the  rights  of  said  infant  children,  and  the  other  de- 
fendants, as  well  as  the  rights  of  the  complainant,  and  the  distri- 
bution of  the  estate,  in  the  event  of  the  will  not  being  decided  to 
be  sufficient  for  that  purpose. 

The  bill  prays,  that  the  will  maybe  carried  into  effect,  as  to  the 
real  and  personal  estate,  according  to  the  intention  and  direction 
of  the  testator,  contained  in  his  last- will,  and  that  any  mistakes  or 
defects  may  be  corrected;  and  for  directions  how  to  act  in  paying 
over  legacies,  &c.  and  for  general  relief. 

None  of  the  defendants  answered,  excepting  Eliza  and  Sarah, 
the  minors,  filed  a  general  answer,  by  R.  L.  Dixon,  their  guardian 
ad  litem  J  &c.  Pro  confesso's  were  taken  as  to  the  others,  and  tho 
case  thus  set  down  for  hearing. 
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The  Chancellor. 

The  bill  states  that  the  complainant  is  the  sole  executor  of  the 
last  will  and  testaipent  of  Rush  Nutt,  deceased.  That  by  the 
terms  of  the  will,  the  i^hole  of  the  estate,  (with  some  trifling  excep- 
tions) real  and  personal,  was  given  to  the  complainant,  subject  to 
the  charge  of  the  several  pecuniary  legacies,  given  to  the  defend- 
ants. That  by  the  mistake  of  the  testator,  the  will  is  attested  by 
but  two  witnesses,  he  supposing  two  to  be  sufficient.  The  bill  also 
states,  that  he  had  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties,  but 
being  advised  that  there  might  be  some  difficulty,  arising  from  the 
defective  execution  of  the  will  as  it  r^ards  the  realty,  he  comes 
into  this  court  for  directions  in  executing  the  will  and  paying  the 
legacies  aforesaid,  and  prays  that  the  bill  may  be  established,  in 
relation  to  the  whole  of  the  estate,  that  the  alleged  mistake  in  the 
attestation  may  be  corrected,  and  for  general  relief.  The  bill  has 
been  taken  as  confessed  as  to  all  the  adult  defendants;  there  is  an 
answer  by  the  guardian  ad  litem  for  the  two  minors.  So  far  as 
tfie  prayer  of  the  bill  for  the  correction  of  the  supposed  mistake  of 
.the  testator,  in  Ir^ard  to  the  attestation  of  the  will  is  concerned, 
and  so  far  as  the  bill  pray^  for  the  establishment  of  the  will,  as  to 
both  the  real  and  personal  estate,  there  is  no  ground  whatever  tor 
relief  in  this  court.  There  is  no  doubt  courts  of  equity  have  juris- 
diction to  correct  mistakes  or  obvious  omissions  in  a  will,  but  they 
must  be  such  as  are  demonstrable  from  the  scope  and  structure  of 
the  will,  or  as  are  readily  pointed  out  by  a  plain  construction  of  its 
terms.    4  Ves.  49;  3  Bro.  Chy.  446;  12  Ves.  279. 

But  courts  of  equity,  no  more  than  courts  of  law,  can  dispense 
with  the  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Legislature  as  it  regards  the 
formalities  necessary  in  the  execution  of  a  will.  Their  jurisdic- 
tion does  not  extend  to  supplying  any  circumstances,  for  the  want 
of  which  the  will  would  be  void  under  the  statute  of  wills,  unless 
perhaps  a  due  execution  was  prevented  by  fraud,  or  accident,  and 
was  not,  as  in  this  case,  a  mere  ignorance  of  what  was  required  in 
order  to  a  complete  execution.  3  Bro.  Chy.  Rep.  571;  2  Ves.  jun 
138;  6  Ves.  739;  3  Meriv.  321,  332;  11  Ves.  625;  So  far  as  the 
prayer  for  the  establishment  of  the  will  is  concerned,  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  remark,  that  the  will  is  unquestionably  good  as  to  the 
personalty,  and  courts  of  equity  cannot  entertain  jurisdiction  of 
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any  question  touching  the  validity  of  a  will  for  real  estate,  except 
as  merely  incidental  to  some  other  object,  as  inforcing  trusts,  or 
marshalling  assets.  19  Yesey,  601-2.  The  wilt  beiog  attested 
by  but  two  witnesses,  cannot  be  sustained  as  to  the  real  estate; 
that  must  be  regarded  as  haidng  descended  to  all  the  heirs  at  law, 
in  common  widi  the  complainant,  as  property  undisposed  of  by 
the  will.    4  Dess.  306;  4  Paige  117;  6  Conn.  Rep.  293. 

I  will  now  examine  whether  there  is  any  other  groimd  stated 
in  the  bill,  upon  which  relief  can  be  had.  There  is  a  prayer  for 
a  decree  directing  the  mode  of  payment  as  to  the  l^acies.  I  had 
some  doubts  at  first  how  &r  this  case  was  afiected  by  the  several 
decisions  of  the  High  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals,  recc^izing 
a  broad  and  exclusive  jurisdiction,  on  the  part  of  the  Probate 
Court,  over  testamentary  matters;  but  a  particular  reference  to  them 
has  satisfied  me  that  this  case  is  not  compassed  by  any  of  the  rules 
laid  down  by  them  on  the  subject 

Courts  of  equity  entertain  jurisdiction  upon  a  great  variety  of 
questions  connected  with  the  administration  of  estates,  which  no 
other  tribunal  would  be  competent  to  adjust.  Thus:  in  settling 
the  crote  equities  which  may  arise  between  the  heir  or  devisee, 
and  l^tee,  in  questions  of  charging  and  exonerating  their  dif- 
ferent interests  in  the  estate; — in  questions  in  r^ard  to  the  con- 
version of  real  into  personal,  and  personal  into  real  estate; — and 
especially  for  the  purpose  of  putting  a  party  to  his  election,  who 
claims  under  and  against  a  will: — in  all  these  cases  the  relief 
afiforded  is  founded  upon  the  relative  equities  of  all  the  parties. 
Jeremy's  Eq.  538;  1  Sim.  and  Stu.  206.  An  executor  may  come 
into  this  court  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  assets  in  his  hands 
marshalled  in  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies.  In  this  case,  if 
the  devise  upon  which  the  payment  of  the  legacies  are  in  part 
charged  should  be  held  void,  the  real  estate  given  by  the  will  to 
the  complainant  would  descend  to  the  several  legatees,  who  are 
the  defendants,  and  the  amounts  of  the  legacies  should  abate  as  to 
the  value  of  the  land,  at  the  rate  the  legacies  bear  tQ  the  value  of 
the  whole  estate.  To  take  an  account  and  adjust  the  proportions 
to.be  paid  to  each  legatee  under  this  rule,  would  of  themselves 
seem  to  justify  the  complainant  in  coming  into  this  court.  The 
principles  of  die  doctrine  of  election  in  courts  of  equity,  will,  I 
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think,  sustain  the  complainant  imder  his  prayer  for  general  relief, 
in  demanding  that  the  defendants  shall  elect  to  take  their  legacies, 
and  give  him  a  release  for  the  land,  or  make  an  abatement  from 
the  legacies,  according  to  the  value  of  the  land  descended  to 
them.  The  word  election,  in  the  sense  in  which  it  is  used  in 
courts  of  equity,  is  strikingly  defined  by  Judge  Story.  It  is,  he 
sajrs,  "the  obligation  imposed  upon  a  party  to  choose  between  two 
inconsistent  or  alternative  rights  or  claims,  in  cases  where  there  is 
a  clear  intention  of  the  person  from  whom  he  derives  one,  that  he 
should  not  enjoy  both."  2  Story's  Eq.  335.  Was  it  not  the  clear 
intention  of  the  t&stator,  in  this  case,  from  whom  the  defendants 
derive  their  claim  to  the  pecuniary  legacies  of  the  will,  that  they 
should  not  have  both  the  legacies,  and  the  fund,  out  of  which  they 
are  in  part  directed  to  be  paid? 

I  think,  from  the  frame  of  the 'will,  a  clear  case  for  putting  the 
defendants  to  an  election  is  made.  It  was  obviously  the  intention 
of  the  testator  in  giving  his  entire  estate  to  the  complainant,  and 
charging  the  several  pecuniary  legacies  upon  it,  to  put  them  on 
the  implied  condition  that  the  legatees  should  confirm  the  whole 
of  his  will;  and  if  the  condition  was  not  complied  with,  to  give 
to  the  complainant  out  of  the  estate  a  benefit  equal  to  that  of 
which  he  is  deprived,  making  the  legacies  charged  on  the  com- 
plainant abate  according  to  the  land  out  of  which  they  were  in 
part  to  be  paid,  but  which,  from  circumstances  unforeseen  by  the 
testator,  proved  unavailing.  A  condition  so  clearly  implied,  will 
be  enforced  in  equity  in  furtherance  of  the  intention  of  the  testa- 
tor.   Welby  V.  Welby,  2  Ves.  and  Bea.  191. 

It  is  certain  the  defendants  cannot  consistently  with  the  inten- 
tion of  the  will  claim  both  the  legacies  and  the  land,  upon  which 
the  payment  of  them  is  in  part  charged.  This  would  be  to  violate 
the  well  established  rule,  that  a  man  shall  not  take  a  benefit  under 
a  will,  or  any  other  instrument,  and  at  the  same  time  disappoint 
the  provisions  of  that  instrument.  Noys  v.  Mordaunt,  2  Vernon 
581.  One  of  the  exceptions  to  this  rule  is  found  in  the  case  where 
a  man  executes  a  will  attested  by  two  witnesses  only,  and  devises 
his  real  estate  from  his  heir  at  law,  and  the  personal  estate  is  giv- 
en to  the  heir  at  law.  This  is  good  as  to  the  personal  estate,  yet 
for  the  want  of  being  executed  according  to  the  statute  of  wills, 


OF  (3HANCERY.  133 

Hdler  Nntt  «.  Maxy  J.  Nutt 

is  void  as  to  thl3  real  estata  The  devisee,  as  to  the  real  estate  in 
such  case,  could  not  compel  the  heir  at  law  to  nuike  good  the  de- 
vise, before  he  could  entitle  himself  to  his  personal  l^cy,  because 
it  is  said  that  as  to  the  real  estate  there  is  no  will.  Heard  v.  Green- 
bank,  3  Atkins,  714  The  reason  in  favor  of  this  exception  is 
somewhat  artificial.  >  It  is  said  the  will  not  being  duly  executed  as 
to  the  real  estate,  the  court  cannot  look  to  the  instrument  as  evi- 
dence of  an  intention  to  devise  with  a  view  to  any  ulterior  pur- 
pose. But  even  in  such  a  case,  if  there  be  any  condition  annexed 
to  the  legacy,  which  would  render  a  claim  to  the  real  estate  in- 
consistent and  repugnant  to  the  grounds  upon  which  the  legacy 
iras  given,  the  exception  would  not  be  sustained,  and  the  l^atee 
virould  be  put  to  his  election.  Thus,  where  a  legacy  is  given  to 
the  heir  at  law,  in  lieu,  or  in  satisfaction  of  his  claim  on  the  real 
estate,  devised  to  another,  or  upon  condition  that  he  would  not 
dispute  the  will,  or  that  he  would  release  all  claim  to  the  estate 
devised, — ^in  all  these  cases,  if  the  will  is  ineffectual  as  to  the  real 
estate  for  the  want  of  the  proper  solemnities,  the  heir  at  law  would 
be  put  to  his  election  between  the  legacy  and  the  void  devise.  2 
Ves.  sen.  12;  2  Ves.  jun.  371;  8  Ves.  481;  2  Ves.  and  Bea.  190. 

It  is  unnecessary  at  this  time  to  express  an  opinion  more  in  de- 
tafl,  as  to  the  mode  and  extent  of  the  relief  to  be  given,  as  an  is. 
sue  must  be  directed  upon  the  will  before  any  further  action  can 
be  had.    Let  a  decree  be  drawn  accordingly. 

Vol.  I.— 12 


^•% 
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John  Powell  v.  John  M.  Powell. 

If  A  furnish  money  to  B,  who  agrees  to  purchase  land  widi  the  same  in  the  name 
of  A,  and  B  purchases  the  land  and  takes  title  to  himself,  a  inui  remits,  and  B 
will  he  decreed  to  make  title  to  A. 

John  Powell  furnished  his  son,  John  M.  Powell,  with  money  to 
buy  lands,  and  take  title  to  John  Powell.  The  lands  were  bought 
by  John  M .  Powell,  and  title  taken  to  himself.  John  Powell,  sup- 
posing the  title  to  be  taken  to  himself,  entered  iipon  the  land  and 
improved  forty  acres  of  the  same.  John  M.  Powell  then  claimed 
the  land  as  his  own,  and  offered  it  for  sale,  To  prevent  this  sale, 
John  Powell  filed  his  bill  in  chancery,  stating  these  &cts,  and 
praying  that  the  defendant  be  injoined  from  selling  the  land  in 
controversy,  and  that  he  be  decreed  to  make  title  to  the  same  to 
the  ccnnplainant 

The  defendant  denied  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  and  stated  that 
he  purchased  the  land  with  his  own  money.  The  complainant 
then  filed  an  amended  bill,  den3ring  the  truth  of  the  answer,  to 
which  defendant  responded,  and  depositions  were  taken  by  both 
parties,  the  result  of  which  was,  the  money  with  which  the  land 
was  entered  belonged  to  the  complainant. 

Daniel  Mayes  for  complainant. 

Crane  and  Shaw  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  bill  is  filed  for  the  purpose  of  setting  up  and  establishing  a 
resulting  trust  in  favor  of  the  complainant  to  several  parcels  of 
land,  which  were  entered  and  otherwise  purchased  in  the  name  of 
the  defendant,  with,  as  the  complainant  alledges,  his  money,  placed 
in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  to  enter  and  purchase  land  for  him. 
The  defendant  denies  that  the  purchase  money  belonged  to  the 
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complainant,  and  insists  it  was  his  own  money.  To  whom  the 
money  belonged,  is  the  only  question  to  detennine;  the  relief  asked 
foUows  as  a  matter  of  course,  if  the  money  is  shown  to  have  be- 
longed to  the  complainant.  I  think  the  testimony  taken  in  the 
case  can  leave  nodoubt  upon  the  mind  of  any  one.  Theieare  va- 
rious witnesses  who  clearly  disprove  the  answer,  and  fully  sustain 
the  bill. 
There  must  be  a  decree  for  the  complainant 
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trator, et  al. 

The  final  account  of  an  administrator  has  not  the  coneluaiTe  eflbct  of  a  judtdal  Mti- 
tmee  between  the  adminiatrator  and  the  distributees  of  the  estate,  and  does  not  bar 
them  from  proceeding  in  chancery  to  open,  falsify  and  surcharge  the  account  upon 
sufficient  grounds. 

Although  the  statute  requires  an  administrator  to  give  notice  of  his  intention  to  present 
his  final  accounts,  by  posting  up  notices  in  three  public  places  in  the  county,  or  by 
adTertising  the  same  in  a  public  newspaper  three  weeks,  yet  in  practice,  the  making 
a  final  settlement  with  a  probate  court  is  uiually  a  proceeding  purely  ex  pcatte,  and 
has  not  generally  been  regarded  as  assuming  the  character  of  a  judidal  controveny. 

The  constitution  of  this  state,  article  4,  section  18,  prorides  that  **n,  court  of  probate 
shall  be  established  in  each  county  in  this  state,  with  jurisdiction  in  all  matters  tes- 
tamentary, and  of  administration  in  orphans'  business,  and  the  allotment  of  dower, 
&C."  This  proTision  cannot  be  construed  as  taking  away  from  the  court  of  chan- 
oeiy  and  conferring  exclusively  upon  the  probate  court  any  matter  of  equity  juiis- 
diction  which  originally  belonged  to  the  courts  of  equity,  nor  as  prdiibiting  a 
court  of  chancery  firom  interfering  where  the  court  of  probate  was  inadequate 
to  the  relief  sought  Whenever  there  ii  no  remedy,  or  an  imperfect  one,  in  the 
probate  court,  although  the  subject  matter  be  testamentary,  or  of  administrati<m,  the 
court  of  chancery  may  rightfully  interfere. 

This  bill  states  that  Lyman  Harding,  the  former  husband  of 
Elizabeth  Harding,  died,  leaving  a  large  estate,  real  and  personal, 
and  that  his  said  wife  and  an  only  son,  Winthrop  S.  Harding, 
were  the  only  persons  entitled  to  distributive  shares  of  the  said 
estate.  That  she  intermarried  afterwards  with  said  Daniel  Yert- 
ner, and  in  1828  and  1829  paid  to  the  said  Winthrop  the  whole  of 
his  claim  to  his  father's  estate,  and  took  from  him  a  release  of  all 
his  interest  in  said  estate.  That  all  creditors  have  been  fully  paid, 
and  the  said  Daniel  Yertner,  and  his  wife,  the  said  Elizabeth,  are 
the  only  persons  now  interested  in  the  estate.  That  on  the  death 
of  the  said  Lyman  Harding,  she,  the  said  Elizabeth,  and  William 
B.  Griffith,  became  joint  administrator  and  administratrix  of  the 
personal  estate  of  the  said  Lyman,  by  letters  issued  from  the  pro- 
bate court  of  Adams  county,  and  that  said  Minor  and  Chambers 
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became  their  securities  in  the  administration  bond.  Tbut  she 
entrusted  the  sole  and  entire  administration  of  the  said  estate  to 
said.Griffith,  who  made  out,  presented  and  passed  accounts  con- 
tained in  ^ciubits  A,  B,  C^  D,  by  the  orphan's  court,  without  her 
participation  or  knowledge.  That  A,  B  and  C  appear  made  out 
in  the  name  of  said  Griffith  alone,  but  account  D  in  their  jomt 
names,  yet  she  charges  she  had  nothing  to  do  with  making  it  out, 
presenting  or  passing  it,  and  it  was  done  without  her  knowledge. 
That  in  making  out  and  passing  said  accounts,  and  particularly  ac- 
count D,  which  purports  to  be  final,  large  mistakes  and  errors  have 
occurred,  to  the  pr^udice  of  said  estate  in  amount  about  nine 
thousand  dollars,  and  for  a  specification  of  which  errors  and  mis- 
takes reference  is  made  to  exhibit  G,  made  a  part  of  the  bill;  and 
in  support  of  said  charge  of  errors  and  mistakes,  reference  is 
made  to  exhibits  A,  B,  C,  D,  E,  F,  H,  I,  K,  L,  M  and  N,  made 
part  of  the  bill.  Further  states,  that  they  believe  it  will  app&n  by 
an  inspection  of  the  books  of  said  Griffith  that  th^ce  are  other 
large  errors  of  money  with  which  said  estate  should  have  been 
credited,  but  as  an  inspection  of  said  books  has  been  denied  them, 
they  cannot  particularly  specify  said  sums,  or  say  to  how  much, 
in  alt,  they  amount 

The  bill  calls  for  a  production  of  the  books;  prays  that  said 
accounts  and  the  settlement  of  them  may  be  opened  and  set  aside, 
and  complainants  be  permitted  to  surcharge  and  falsify  the  same, 
and  that  said  McMurran,  administrator  of  said  Griffith,  (who  is 
stated  in  the  bill  to  be  dead,  and  said  McMurran  appointed  his 
administrator,)  may  be  decreed  to  pay  over  to  complainants  such 
sum  or  sums  of  money  as,  on  a  re-examination  of  said  accounts, 
said  Griffith  may  be  found  indebted  to  said  Harding's  estate. 

Defendant  McMurran,  on  2d  January,  1830,  filed  his  plea  and 
answer,  and  pleads  the  final  account  in  the  orjAian's  court  as  a  bar 
to  so  much  of  the  bill  as  seeks  to  surcharge  and  fiadsify  said 
account,  upon  the  errors  and  mistakes  in  the  settlement  of  the 
account  in  the  ori^um's  court,  specified  in  the  bill,  and  lo  the 
relief  sought 

To  that  a  demurrer  is  filed  by  complainant 

Answer  admits  the  intermarriage  of  said  Harding  and  said 
Elizabeth,  but  does  not  admit  that  she  and  said  Winthrop  were 

12* 
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sole  distributees,  or  that  said  Winthrop  had  released  to  said  com- 
plainants all  his  interest  in  said  estate,  but  requires  it  to  be  proved; 
denies  that  said  accounts.  A,  B,  C,  D,  were  made  out,  presented 
and  allowed  without  her  personal  knowledge;  avers  that  she  was 
fully  informed  of  all  said  Griffith's  acts  and  doings  as  administra- 
tor, and  was  furnished  with  copies  of  said  accounts  before  they 
were  presented  and  allowed  by  said  court;  that  she  had  full  notice 
of  the  settlement  of  the  final  account,  and  an  opportimity  to  con- 
test the  same,  and  that  said  Winthrop  was  fully  apprised  thereof. 
(It  is  alleged  in  the  bill  that  Winthrop  was  a  minor  under  twen- 
y-one  years  of  age,  when  the  final  account  was  rendered  and 
allowed.) 

The  answer  also  denies  that  there  are  other  large  errors,  inde- 
pendent of  said  accounts,  with  which  Harding's  estate  ought  to 
be  credited;  avers  that  said  Daniel  had  the  inspection  of  the 
books  at  the  office  of  the  said  administrator;  avers  that  said  Eliz- 
abeth, dining  their  said  joint  administration,  became  largely 
indebted  to  said  Griffith  by  advances  made  her  and  monies  paid 
on  her  account,  and  at  her  request,  connected  with  the  adminis- 
tration of  said  estate,  and  at  Griffith's  death  a  balance  of  about 
three  thousand  seven  hundred  and  thirty-eight  dollars  sixty-nine 
cents  was  due  from  her  to  Griffith,  as  per  account  B,  annexed, 
which  sum  he  believes  is  justly  due  from  complainants,  and  prays 
that  they  may  be  decreed  to  pay  it,  or  if  the  balance  of  five  hun- 
dred and  fifty  dollars  cmd  twenty-three  cents,  upon  settlement 
(^  said  final  account,  marked  D,  was  not  settled  in  any  way,  that 
it  be  deducted  from  said  sum  of  three  thousand  seven  hundred 
and  thirty-eight  dollars,  and  the  balance  be  paid  to  him,  as  admin- 
istrator of  said  Griffith;  admits  that  Griffith  died  in  October, 
1827,  and  defendant  was  appointed  his  administrator,  and  it  thus 
appears  that  said  Griffith  lived  about  a  year  after  settlement  of 
his  final  account,  during  which  time,  defendant  is  informed  and 
believes,  he  expressed  a  desire  that  if  said  Daniel  or  Winthrop 
had  objections  to  his  acts  or  settlements,  they  might  be  made 
known  to  him  in  his  life  time;  as  they  might  be  easily  explained 
by  him,  which  would  be  almost  impossible  to  any  one  after  his 
death.    Complainants  remained  silent,  and  apparently  satisfied, 
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until  after  his  death,  when  they  commenced  investigation  of  his 
accounts,  and  then  proceedings  against  his  estate. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  bill  is  brought  against  the  defendant,  McMurran,  as  admin* 
istrator  of  W.  B.  Griffith,  deceased,  who  was  administrator  of  Ly- 
man Harding,  deceased.  The  complainants  claim  as  the  distribu- 
tees of  said  Harding,  and  seek  to  open  the  accounts  rendered  and 
settlement  by  said  Griffith,  as  administrator  of  Harding,  and  to 
surcharge  and  falsify  such  accounts  for  the  errors  and  mistakes 
allied  in  the  bill,  and  for  a  decree  for  such  sum  as,  upon  re-ex- 
amination of  said  accounts,  may  be  foimd  due  them  from  the  estate 
of  said  Harding.  The  form  of  the  pleadings  renders  it  unneces> 
sary  to  notice  more  in  detail  the  allegations  of  the  bill. 

The  defendant,  McMurran,  pleads  the  final  account,  marked  A 
in  complainants'  bill,  rendered  and  settled  in  the  Origans'  court  of 
Adams  county  by  his  intestate,  Griffith,  in  bar  of  so  much  of  the 
biH  as  seeks  to  surcharge  and  falsify  such  accounts  and  settlement 
upon  the  errors  and  mistakes  specified  in  the  complainants'  bill, 
and  in  bar  to  all  relief  sought.  This  plea  has  been  set  down  for 
argument  by  the  complainants'  counsel,  and  the  only  question 
ndsed  is  the  sufficiency  of  the  plea,  which  relies  upon  the  order 
of  the  Orphans'  court  allowing  the  final  account  of  Griffith  as  an 
adjudication  of  a  competent  tribimal,  fixing  and  definitely  settling 
his  relations  with  the  estate  of  his  intestate,  and  as  conclusive  on 
the  rights  attempted  to  be  asserted  by  the  complainants. 

The  conclusiveness  of  a  judicial  decision  depends  upon  difierent 
reasons,  according  to  the  character  the  proceeding  assumes.  Where 
the  proceeding  is  upon  matter  of  private  litigation  between  party 
and  party,  and  where  the  sentence  directs  sometliing  to  be  done, 
suffisred  or  omitted  by  one  party,  its  conclusive  and  binding  effect 
rests  upon  the  supposition  that  the  parties  have  been  fiilly  and 
fiurly  heard  upon  their  rights  in  controversy,  and  upon  the  policy 
of  the  law  in  putting  an  end  to  multiplied  litigation  for  the  same 
thing.  This  class  of  judicial  proceedings  presupposes  parties  be- 
fore the  court,  either  actually  or  constructively,  presenting  issues 
of  law  or  of  fact  for  decision,  and  that  the  court  has  jurisdiction 
over  both  the  parties  and  subject  matter. 
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Another  class  of  judgments,  rendered  upon  what  is  technically 
called  a  proceeding  in  rem,  where  the  court,  exercising  a  peculiar 
jurisdiction,  pronounces  upon  matter  of  a  public  nature  and  inter- 
est, independently  of  any  private  party,  and  where  the  court  con- 
demns the  thing  to  some  particular  use,  and  also  upon  principles 
of  public  policy,  allowed  to  be  final  and  conclusive,  even  against 
strangers  to  the  original  suit. 

But,  in  both  classes,  the  sentence  or  judgment  must  appear  to 
be  final  upon  the  whole  matter  in  controversy,  in  order  to  consti- 
tute a  bar  to  further  proceedings.  The  record  of  the  Orphans' 
court  must  be  found  to  partake  of  the  character  of  the  one  or  the 
other  of  these  classes  of  judicial  sentences,  in  order  to  make  it 
conclusive  upon  the  rights  of  the  parties.  Whether  the  proceed- 
ing in  that  court,  in  examining  and  allowing  an  administrator's 
account,  is  a  judicial  one,  upon  matter  of  private  litigation  be- 
tween party  and  party,  or,  if  not  that,  whether  it  be  a  proceeding 
in  rem,  will  be  best  determined  by  a  reference  to  the  proceeding 
itself. 

An  administrator,  in  accounting  with  the  probate  court,  proceeds 
upon  the  principle  of  stating  an  account  between  individuals,  upon 
returning  an  inventory  and  appraisement,  he  stands  charged  with 
the  amoimt  which  those  instruments  show  the  estate  to  be  worth, 
and  all  acts  done  afterwards,  in  rendering  accounts,  are  intended 
as  discharges  or  credits,  pursuing  the  process  of  making  up  a  bal- 
ance sheet  until  he  renders  a  final  account.  This  course  seems 
to  be  intended  as  well  for  the  purpose  of  insuring  fidelity  on  the 
part  of  the  administrator  as  to  enable  the  court  to  determine  when 
the  business  of  the  estate  was  at  a  close.  These  accounts  are 
usually  stated,  arranged  and  balanced  by  the  administrator  him- 
self, at  his  own  private  desk.  It  is  true,  that,  before  presenting 
his  final  account,  he  is  required  to  post  up  notices  of  his  intention 
at  three  public  places  in  the  county,  or  advertise  the  same  in  a 
public  newspaper  three  weeks.  Although  the  statute  requires 
this  notice,  yet,  in  practice  at  least,  the  making  a  final  settlement 
with  the  orphans'  court  is  usually  a  proceeding  purely  ex  parte, 
and  has  not  been  generally  r^arded  as  assuming  the  character  of 
a  judicial  controversy.  The  plea  avers  notice,  and,  although  the 
record  does  not  show  it,  the  plea  having  been  set  down  for  hear- 
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ing  without  replication,  the  notice  is  admitted.  Is  this  notice  in- 
tended as  a  service  of  a  process  to  "bring  the  parties  into  court  7 
And  does  it  give  to  the  order  of  the  orjAians'  court,  simply  allow- 
ing the  account,  the  conclusive  effect  of  a  judicial  sentence,  as  be- 
tween the  administrator  and  the  distributees  of  the  estate?  I 
think  not.  If  the  publication  made  by  the  administrator  is  to  be 
considered  as  conveying  absolute  notice,  and  as  a  ^rt  of  service 
of  process,  it  must  apply  equally  to  distributees  resting  in  the 
county  where  administration  was  taken,  as  to  those  who  m^y  reside 
in  Maine  or  Europe;  for  there  is  no  reservation  in  favor  if  non- 
residents: and  yet  it  is  obvious  that  the  manner  and  time  of  pub- 
lication could  not  possibly  convey  notice  to  the  latter.  To  hcgl 
that  an  administrator's  account,  rendered  under  such  circumstan- 
ces, should  be  final  and  conclusive,  would  be  to  subvert  the  first 
principles  of  justice;  and  to  ascribe  to  the  law  consequences  which 
the  legislature  could  never  have  intended.  Under  such  circumstan- 
ces, to  allow  an  administrator  to  hold,  as  his  own,  assets  for  which 
he  had  failed  to  account,  would  be  to  violate  all  the  principles 
upon  which  the  conclusiveness  of  judicial  sentences  repose.  I 
consider  the  notice  as  merely  directory  to  the  administrator,  and 
not  as  having  the  obligatory  effect  of  the  service  of  process  on 
creditors  and  distributees  of  the  estate,  but  as  intended  merely  to 
afford  them  an  opportunity  of  scrutinizing  the  account  without 
making  them  actually  or  constructively  parties  to  the  proceeding, 
giving  them  the  optional  right  of  appearing  and  resisting  the  pro- 
posed settlement  or  not 

The  proceeding  of  the  orphans'  court  does  not  state  the  com- 
plainants as  parties,  nor  does  it  profess  to  adjudge  any  thing  as 
between  them  and  the  administrator.  In  matter  of  private  litiga- 
tion, no  one,  in  general,  can  be  bound  by  a  judgment,  unless  he 
be  a  party  to  the  suit,  or  in  privity  with  the  party.  1  Starkie  on 
Ev.  190. 

A  judgment  against  a  defendant,  without  summons  or  notice, 
has  been  repeatedly  held  to  be  absolutely  void.  1  Starkie  on  Ev. 
215,  note. 

And  to  determine  who  are  parties,  reference  must  be  had  to  the 
record  itself.    No  one  can  be  considered  as  a  party  to  a  judicial 
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proceeding,  so  as  to  be  bound  by  the  judgment,  but  those  who  ap- 
pear by  the  record  to  be  such-    1  Marsh.  R.  626. 

In  a  case  reported  in  3  Leigh,  407,  where  the  bill  was  filed  to 
surcharge  and  falsify  an  executor's  accounts,  which  had  been  au- 
dited before  the  comnussioners  of  the  county  court,  and  where 
these  accounts  had  been  returned  to  the  court,  approved  and  or- 
dered to  be  recnrded,  and  where  it  appeared  that  the  comj^ainants 
were  presep<^  when  the  account  was  stated,  and  were  urged  to 
gtate  anv  objecdons  that  occurred,  the  supreme  court  of  Yir- 
ginia,  o^  appeal  from  chancery,  held  that  the  presence  of  legatees 
at  tb  settlements  was  no  objection  to  a  bill  in  chancery  to  sur- 
clurge  and  &lsify  the  accounts  so  settled.    Judge  Tucker,  in  de- 
ftvering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  in  adverting  to  this  feature  of 
the  case,  remarked  that  the  c<Hnplainants,  '^though  present,  if  they 
were  without  counsel,  the  court  would  not  necessarily  infer  that 
they  were  competent  to  the  detection  of  the  errors  whicl\,  in  the 
settlement  of  an  executor's  account,  may  escape  evea  the  most 
practiced  eye."    The  court  further  held,  in  that  case,  that  the  com- 
plainant might  show  that  the  account  was  erroneous  upon  its  £9U^ 
and,  without  controTerting  the  items  themselves,  might  show  that 
Ifaey  were  so  arranged  as  to  produce  results  injurious  to  them: 
tfaus  holding  that  the  action  of  the  county  court,  even  as  to  the 
matter  actually  passed  upoit,  was  not  conclusive. 

It  is  true  that  the  statute  of  Virginia  does  not  require  notice  to 
be  given,  but  this  can  make  no  difference  in  the  application  of  the 
principle,  as  the  appearance  of  the  parties,  in  the  case  referred  to, 
would,  upon  a  well  settled  principle  of  practice,  amount  to  a  waiver 
of  notice  or  process. 

The  settlement  of  an  administmt(»r's  account  by  the  orphans' 
ooort,  to  have  the  omclusive  effect  contended  for  by  the  defendaat, 
must  be  shown  to  be  a  judicial  sentence,  judgment  or  decree,  either 
upon  general  principles  or  by  virtue  of  the  statute  under  which  it 
was  had.  That  it  is  not  such,  upon  general  principles,  I  think, 
has  been  sufficiently  shown;  and  that  it  is  not  such  by  the  statute, 
I  take  to  be  evident  from  the  character  of  the  action  required  at 
tlio  hands  of  the  court  when  such  account  is  presented  for  exam- 
inaction  and  allowance.    The  aimple  order  which,  by  the  statute, 
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the  court  is  required  to  make,  is  that  the  account  be  allowed* 
Rev.  p.  62,  sec.  87. 

This  order  or  decree  would  seem  to  determine  nothing  more 
than  that  the  account  had  been  examined;  that  the  items  were 
prima  facie  sustained  by  the  accompanying  vouchers,  and  were 
such  as  the  law  entitled  him  to  have  allowed.  There  is  nothing 
of  the  character  of  a  judicial  proceeding  in  all  this.  There  is  no- 
thing decreed  to  be  done^  suffered  or  omitted  by  any  party;  nor  is 
there  a  condemnation  of  any  thing  to  any  use,  corresponding  with 
a  proceeding  m  re9».  The  judgment  or  decree  must  appear.  The 
order  made  does  not  profess  to  go  beyond  the  face  of  the  account, 
nor  does  it  profess  to  adjudicate  and  settle  any  question  of  right  or 
interest,  as  between  the  administrator  and  those  interested  in  the 
settlement  and  distribution  of  the  estate. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  the  decision  of  a  court  can  be  conclu- 
sive only  to  the  extent  of  the  matter  tried  and  determined.  I  have 
looked  into  the  l^islation  and  decisions  of  several  of  our  sister 
states,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  settlement  of  an  administration  ac- 
count by  their  probate  jurisdictions.  Some  of  them  (as  Tennes- 
see) declare  by  statute  that  such  account,  passed  upon  by  the 
court,  shall  be  prima  facie  evidence  in  &vor  of  the  administrator, 
while  others  are  entirely  silent  as  to  the  effect  they  shall  have. 

The  statute  of  Rhode  Island  is,  I  believe,  broader  upon  this  sub- 
ject than  that  of  any  other  state.  It  declares  "that  the  settlement 
of  the  account  of  an  administrator  by  the  court  of  probate,  shall  be 
final  and  conclusive  on  aU  parties  concerned  therein,  and  shall  not 
be  subject  to  re-examination,  in  any  way  or  manner  whatsoever." 
In  a  case  reported  in  6  Mason  96,  brought  in  the  United  States 
dicuit  court,  for  Rhode  Island,  the  bill  charged  that  the  adminis- 
liator  had  received  from  an  auxiliary  administrator  in  England, 
an  amount  of  assets,  for  which  he  had  fraudulently  fidled  to 
account  in  his  settlement  with  the  probate  court,  and  prayed  a  de- 
cree for  the  assets  thus  concealed.  The  defendant  relied  upon  the 
statute  referred  to,  and  upon  the  settlement  made  with  the  probate 
Qourt,  as  a  final  and  conclusive  bar,  to  any  fiirther  proceedings. 
This  defence  was  overruled.  It  is  true  the  decision  seems  to  rest 
upon  the  grounds  of  fraud,  but  Judge  Story  remarks,  "If  there 
were  no  actual  fraud,  still  if  the  assets  have  been  wrongfully  with- 
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held  from  the  representatives  of  the  l^^atee,  it  would  be  difficult  to 
perceive  how  an  omission  to  account  for  them  would  escape  from 
the  imputation  of  being  a  breach  of  the  administration  bond/' 
Thus  holding,  as  I  infer,  that  even  in  the  absence  of  any  charge 
or  proof  of  actual  fraud,  if  a  proper  case  was  otherwise  made  for 
chancery,  as  an  omission  to  account  fiilly,  the  decision  of  the  pro- 
bate court,  notwithstanding  the  strong  language  of  the  statute 
referred  to,  would  not  be  conclusive.  In  the  case  before  me,  there 
is  no  charge  whatever  of  fraud,  the  bill  simply  charges  errors  and 
omissions  in  stating  the  account,  which  it  seeks  to  correct  In  a 
similar  case  where,  to  a  bill  filed  in  Indiana,  the  defendant  plead 
in  bar  the  settlement  made  by  the  administrator,  in  the  probate 
court  of  that  state,  the  supreme  court,  after  stating  that  the  ques- 
tion had  been  before  settled  by  them,  say,  ^4t  is  there  determined 
that  the  settlement  in  the  probate  coiurt  is  to  be  taken  as  prima 
fade  correct,  but  is  not  conclusive, — that  on  a  proper  case  being 
made,  the  account  may  be  re-examined  in  a  court  of  chancery." 
See  2  Blackford  Rep.  377.  All  the  decisions  of  other  states,  which 
I  have  examined,  give  to  such  proceedings  the  effect  of  prima 
/aae  evidence  only.  1  Har.  and  John.  232 ;  4Munf.368;  6  Rand. 
319;  3  Bibb  316.  The  only  statute  upon  the  subject  which  I  have 
found  corresponding  in  exact  terms  withourown,  is  that  of  Alabama, 
in  construing  which  the  supreme  court  of  that  state  held,  that  where 
a  bill  in  chancery  was  filed  by  a  distributee  to  compel  pa3niient  of  a 
distributive  share  firom  an  administrator,  the  &ct  that  the  orphans' 
court  had  previously  by  a  settlement  final  or  otherwise,  ascertained 
the  amount  to  which  the  distributee  was  entitled,  would  not  pre- 
clude the  administrator  firom  showing  mistakes  in  the  settlement 
I  of  payments  subsequent  thereto,  or  of  any  other  matter  which  in 

equity  and  good  conscience,  might  be  relied  on.  Stewart  and 
Porter  Rep.  133.  This  case  would  seem  to  be  directly  in  point. 
If  an  administrator's  account  is  not  conclusive  against  him  a 
fortiori^  it  should  not  be  so  against  the  distributee.  From  these 
views,  and  from  the  authorities  referred  to,  I  arrive  at  the  conclu- 
sion, that  the  order  of  the  orphan's  court  cannot  be  regarded  as 
having  the  effect  of  a  judicial  proceeding  either  in  rem  or  in 
personam.  To  allow  the  settled  account  of  an  administrator  the 
effect  of  prima  facie  evidence  of  its  correctness  in  his  favor  is,  it 
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seems  to  me,  going  as  far  as  the  policy  of  the  law  requires,  and  as 
a  due  regard  for  the  rights  of  those  interested  in  the  estate  will 
admit  But  it  was  ai^ed  by  the  defendant  that  if  the  complain- 
ants were  entitled  to  any  relief,  and  if  the  administrator's  account 
could  be  opened  and  re-examined  at  all,  it  could  only  be  done  by 
the  probate  court,  that  tribunal  having  original  and  exclusive  juris- 
diction of  the  matter,  and  the  decision  of  the  High  Court  of  Errors 
and  Appeals,  in  the  case  of  Blanton  v.  King,  reported  in  2  How. 
856,  was  mainly  relied  on  in  support  of  this  position.  Although 
the  question  of  jurisdiction  is  not  technically  and  strictly  presented 
by  the  state  of  the  pleadings,  yet  if  it  shall  be  found  that  the  juris- 
diction belongs  exclusively  to  another  tribunal,  the  objection  must 
prevail.  By  the  constitution  of  this  state,  art.  4,  sec.  16,  it  is  pro- 
vided, that  "a  superior  court  of  chancery  shall  be  established, 
with  full  jurisdiction  in  all  matters  of  equity."  The  language  of 
the  constitution  must  be  considered  as  conferring  equity  jurisdic- 
tion to  the  extent  that  it  was  limited  and  defined,  by  that  country 
from  which  we  derive  all  our  knowledge  upon  the  subject,  so  far 
as  the  English  equity  system  is  applicable  under  our  institutions, 
and  to  the  extent  that  it  was  recognized  and  practised  in  this  state 
at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  constitution,  unless  by  some  other 
provision  in  it,  that  jurisdiction  is  restricted  or  granted  exclusively 
to  some  other  tribunal.  What  is  meant  by  ''full  jurisdiction  in 
all  matters  of  equity,"  as  used  in  the  constitution,  and  in  what 
cases  it  attaches,  can  only  be  determined  by  a  reference  to  those 
authorities  which  are  the  repository  of  equity  jurisprudence. 

Does  this  case  present  one  of  equitable  cognizance,  according  to 
the  recognized  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity,  at  and  before  the 
adoption  of  the  present  constitution?  In  England,  from  the  time 
of  Lord  Hardwick,  down  to  the  present  day,  the  court  of  chancery  ' 
has  uniformly  entertained  jurisdiction  for  the  purposes  of  distribu- 
tion of  an  estate,  and  for  the  discovery  and  account  of  assets;  1 
Atk.  491;  3  Atk.  527;  1  Ves.  Jun.  172;  2  Peer  Wms.  161,  212;  1 
Vernon  134;  1  Sch.  and  Lef.  262.  The  ground  upon  which  the 
jurisdiction  rests  is  that  of  a  trust;  3  John.  Ch.  Rep.  56.  The 
administrator  stands  in  the  light  of  a  trustee  for  distributees  and 
creditors,  ib.  In  the  case  of  Decouch  v.  Savatier,  3  J.  C.  R.  190, 
the  court  held  the  relation  between  a  distributee  and  administrato 
Vol.  I.— 13 
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was  the  relation  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust,  and  that  it  so  fiix 
partook  of  the  character  of  a  pure  technical  trust,  that  the  plea  of 
the  statute  of  limitations  would  not  apply  to  it  It  would  be  need- 
less to  cite  authorities,  to  prove  that  jurisdiction  over  trusts  is  one 
of  the  most  ancient  and  well  established  branches  of  equity  cogni- 
zance. If  the  right  of  a  distributee  to  call  an  administrator  into 
chancery  for  discovery  of  assets,  for  accoimt,  and  for  distribution, 
constituted  one  of  the  fixed  features  of  equity  jurisprudence,  as 
known  in  England,  and  as  practised  in  this  country  at  the  time  of 
the  adoption  of  our  constitution,  that  right  may  be  readily  sup- 
posed still  to  exist,  unless  it  shall  be  found  that  the  jurisdiction  has 
been  taken  away  and  given  exclusively  to  some  other  tribunal. 
The  constitution,  Art.  4,  sec.  18,  provides  that  "a  court  of  probate 
shall  be  established  in  each  coimty  in  this  state,  with  jurisdiction 
in  all  matters  testamentary,  and  of  administration  in  orphans'  busi- 
ness, and  the  allotment  of  dower,  &c.''  Does  this  section  give  to 
the  probate  court,  jurisdiction  in  a  case  situated  like  the  present 
Those  matters  testamentary,  or  of  administration,  the  jurisdiction 
of  which  is  originally  if  not  exclusively,  in  acts  of  granting  and 
revoking  letters  of  administration,  in  settling  contests  about  the 
right  of  administration,  in  taking  bond  and  determining  upon  the 
sufficiency  of  the  securities,  in  appointing  appraisers,  in  directing 
an  inventory  to  be  returned,  in  appointing  commissioners  of  insol- 
vency, in  auditing  and  allowing  accounts,  and  finally,  in  whatever 
else  strictly  pertains  to  the  duties  of  an  administrator,  in  his  course 
of  administration,  or  in  the  langfuage  of  the  statute,  other  matters 
pertaining  to  an  orphans'  court,  or  court  of  probate.  I  conceive 
that  the  constitution  cannot  be  construed,  as  taking  away  from  the 
court  of  chancery,  and  conferring  exclusively  upon  the  probate 
court,  any  matter  of  equity  jurisdiction,  which  originally  belonged 
to  courts  of  equity,  nor  as  prohibiting  a  court  of  chancery  from 
interfering  where  the  court  of  probate  was  inadequate  to  the  relief 
sought.  To  hold  that  this  court  is  powerless  whenever  the  rela- 
tion of  parties  is  that  of  legatee  and  executor,  or  distributee  and 
administrator,  would  greatly  cripple  its  usefulness,  and  in  many 
cases  render  nugatory,  the  rights  of  parties  themselves.  According 
to  that  rule,  a  distributee  could  not  call  for  the  preventive  justice  of 
a  court  of  equity,  in  restraining  an  administrator  from  wasting  or 
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TunniDg  off  with  the  effects  of  his  intestate.  Nor  could  a  legatee 
whose  legacy  was  payable  at  a  future  day,  or  upon  the  happening 
of  a  contingency,  bring  his  bill  of  quia  timet  for  the  purpose  of 
having  the  payment  secured;  in  these  cases  there  could  be  no 
remedy  in  the  probate  court,  or  at  best,  but  a  lame  and  inadequate 
one.  These  and  other  instances  that  might  be  put,  are  obviously 
not  embraced  in  the  jurisdiction  given  by  the  constitution,  to  the 
court  of  probate,  over  "matters  testamentary,  and  of  administration." 
The  true  line  of  distinction  I  take  to  be  this:  Wherever  there 
is  no  remedy,  or  an  imperfect  one,  in  the  probate  court,  [although 
the  subject  matter  be  testamentary  or  of  administration,  the  court 
of  chancery  may  rightfully  interpose.  It  is  important  in  practice 
that  the  two  jurisdictions  should  be  preserved  separate  and  dis^ 
tinct;  and  chancery  should  only  interpose  to  prevent  a  fiulure  of 
justice.  Pending  the  administration  before  the  court  of  probate, 
and  whilst  the  estate  is  in  the  course  of  final  settlement,  a  court 
of  equity  should  never  interfere  but  upon  the  most  ui^gent  circum^ 
stances;  and  it  may  be  well  doubted  whether  even  then  the  juris- 
diction must  not  be  transferred  by  a  bill  of  certiorari.  Ordinarily 
thiai  court  would  only  interfere  when  the  proceedings  of  the  court 
of  probate  were  at  an  end,  and  when  it  appeared  that  that  court 
had  been  made  the  instrument  of  injustice,  either  through  fraud 
or  by  reason  of  its  want  of  complete  jurisdiction  in  the  case;  and 
this  I  understand  to  be  the  extent  to  which  the  Court  of  Errors 
and  Appeals  intended  to  go  in  the  case  of  Blanton  v.  Eling  et  aL 
as  explained  and  qualified  in  the  subsequent  case  of  McRae  v. 
Walker  et  al.  In  that  case  Judge  Trotter,  in  delivering  the  opin* 
ion  of  the  court,  says:  "In  all  cases  arising  under  an  administra- 
tion or  the  grant  of  letters  testamentary,  which  concern  the  rights 
or  the  liabilities  of  the  administrator,  and  when  the  powers  of  the 
probate  court  are  ample  to  decide  the  question  and  to  do  full 
justice,  the  latter  tribunal  alone  should  determine  in  the  first  in* 
stance."  The  Judge  says:  "in  laying  down  this  proposition,  I 
would  not  be  understood  to  say  that  questions  of  litigation  may 
not  arise  between  the  executor  or  administrator  and  those  inter- 
ested in  the  estate,  which  necessarily  belong  to  a  court  of  chan- 
cery. And  in  all  cases  where  the  powers  of  the  probate  court 
are  found  inadequate  to  do  full  and  complete  justice  between  the 
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parties,  either  on  account  of  the  subject  matter  or  the  want  of 
power  to  compel  either  party  to  appear,  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equi- 
ty may  be  invoked.'^  This  case  is  clearly  distinguished  from  the 
broad  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Blanton  v.  King  et  aL  and 
comes  fairly  within  the  exceptions  to  that  rule,  as  recognized  in 
the  case  of  McRae  v.  Walker  et  aL  The  jurisdiction  of  the  pro- 
bate court  over  an  administrator  attaches  upon  his  character  as 
such;  and  when  that  ceases,  the  jurisdiction  ceases  with  it.  After 
the  final  settlement  with  the  orphans'  court,  the  relation  of  Grif- 
fith, as  administrator  of  Harding  ceased,  nnd  with  it  ceased  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  over  him;  but  if  it  did  not  determine  at 
that  point,  it  was,  I  apprehend,  placed  beyond  doubt  upon  the 
death  of  Mr.  Griffith.  Giving  to  the  orphans'  court  the  plenary 
jurisdiction  contended  for,  still  I  take  it  to  be  clear  that  an  original 
bill  could  not  be  maintained  in  that  court  against  an  administrator 
of  an  administrator,  for  the  purpose  of  overhauling  and  settling 
the  accounts  of  the  latter.  In  this  case  McMurran^clearly  sustains 
no  privity  or  relation  with  the  estate  of  Harding,  since  he  is  com- 
missioned to  administer  the  efi!ects  only  of  his  intestate,  Grifilth, 
and  not  of  Harding,  of  whom  Griffith  was  administrator.  Tol. 
Law  Ex.  114;  2  Bl.  Com.  506.  There  is,  therefore,  no  party  who 
could  be  proceeded  against  in  the  orphans'  coiut,  there  being  now 
no  administrator  of  Harding's  estate;  and  to  deny  the  complain- 
ants a  hearing  here,  would  be  virtually  to  close  the  courts  of  the 
country  against  them. 

The  plea  must  be  overruled,  with  leave  to  the  defendant  to  an- 
swer. 

From  this  opinion  of  the  Chancellor,  the  defendant  appealed  to 
the  High  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals,  and  the  following  are  the 
briefs  of  counsel  and  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  that  tribunal. 
The  high  court  reversed  the  decree  of  the  Chancellor,  but  the  lat- 
ter still  adheres  to  his  own  opinion. 

McMuRRAN,  for  appellant, 

Cited  11  State  Tr.  268;  1  Phil.  Ev.  222;  lb.  226,  234;  lb. 
242^4-45;  1  John.  Cases,  436-92;  Ambler's  R.  763;  Rev.  Code, 
27, 52, 30,  42;  Laws,  1824, 107;  Rev.  Code,  89;  1  Starkie  Ev.  196; 
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Rev.  Code,  66,  68,  66-7,  60,  168,  36,  114;  1  Strange,  481;  2  Pe« 
tars'  Rep.  167;  lb.  162;  1  PhU.  Ev.  248-64;  3  Wheaton,  246, 
313-16;  lb.  319;  11  Serg.  and  R.  430;  Hargraye,  461,  462^3; 
lb.  471-72-73;  lb.  476;  1  Day's  R  170;  3  lb.  318;  lb.  326;  4 
lb.  221;  2  Peters'  R.  167;  lb.  16^-67;  7  Serg.  and  R.  166;  14 
lb.  181-84;  11  lb.  422,  429;  1  Browne's  Rep.  64;  1  Rawle,  367, 
360-61;  9  Vernon,  41-66,  77,  78;  7  Pick.  1,  6,  7;  3  Griff.  L. 
Reg.  493;  7  Serg.  and  R.  171-72,  2  Howard,  866; 

Winchester,  contra. 

Cited  4  Serg.  and  R.  248;  2  lb.  618;  1  Dallas,  176;  7  Serg. 
and  R  31. 14  lb.  396;  12  Geo.  UI.  c.  16;  Story's  Eq.  612;  9  Ver- 
mont, 78. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Sharket  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

In  1820  the  appellant's  intestate,  William  B.  Griffith  and  Mrs. 
Vertner,  one  of  the  appellees,  were  appointed  administrator  and 
administratrix,  on  the  goods  and  chattels  of  Lyman  Harding,  who 
had  died  intestate,  leaving  his  wife,  now  Mrs.  Vertner,  and  an 
only  son  as  his  distributees.  The  bill  chaiges  that  the  entire  ad- 
noinistration  and  management  of  the  estate  was  left  to  Griffithj 
who  presented  to  the  Orphans'  court  of  Adams  county,  three  ac- 
counts of  his  administration,  two  of  which  being  annual  accounts, 
were  made  out  in  his  name  alone.  The  third,  being  the  final  ac- 
count and  settlement  of  the  administration,  was  made  out  as  the 
account  of  both  the  administrator  and  administratrix,  and  in  Octo- 
ber, 1826,  it  was  presented  to  the  Orphans'  court,  where  it  was 
examined  and  allowed,  and  ordered  to  be  reported  to  the  county 
court  fer  final  approbation  and  cdlowance;  and  accordingly,  at  the 
December  term,  1826,  of  the  county  court,  it  was  reported,  the 
vouchers  examined,  and  it  was  received,  allowed  and  recorded  as 
the  final  settlement  of  the  estate.  The  bill  also  charges  that  Mrs. 
Vertner,  one  of  the  complainants,  paid  to  Winthrop  S.  Harding, 
the  other  distributee,  his  entire  distributive  share,  and  took  from 
him  a  relinquishment  and  transfer  of  his  interest,  by  which  it  is 
alleged  that  the  complainants  acquired  a  right  to  the  residue  of 
the  estate.  It  also  charges  that  in  the  several  accounts  there 
were  errors  and  mistakes  against  the  estate  to  the  amount  of  about 
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nine  thousand  dollars,  for  which  errors  and  mistakes  the  com- 
plainants seek  to  open  the  administration  accounts^  and  for  relief 
for  that  amount  against  the  estate  of  Griffith.  The  appellant,  who 
was  respondent  in  the  coiut  below,  pleaded  the  final  settlement 
and  decree  of  the  county  court  in  bar  to  the  relief,  and  answered 
the  other  portions  of  the  bill.  To  this  plea  there  was  a  demurrer, 
and  thereon  the  chancellor  decided  the  plea  to  be  insufficient. 

From  this  brief  statement  of  the  case,  it  is  plain  that  the  main 
question  is,  whether  the  complainants  are  concluded  by  the  decree 
or  order  of  the  county  court.  This  of  course  will  depend  on  the 
power  and  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  the  nature  of  the  adjudi- 
cation. The  judgment  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  directly 
made,  is  binding  on  parties  and  privies,  except  for  fraud,  which  is 
not  here  charged.  And  this  rule  applies  as  well  to  the  Orphans' 
or  probate  courts  in  this  state,  as  to  other  courts.  I^  then,  the 
county  court  of  Adams  county  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  mat- 
ter and  of  the  persons,  and  exercised  it  by  a  final  adjudication 
directly  on  the  question  sought  to  be  examined  by  this  bill,  its 
judgment  cannot  be  opened  by  bill  for  that  purpose,  or  questioned 
collaterally.  By  the  first  section  of  the  Orphans'  court  law, 
Revised  Code,  27,  the  Orphans'  court  was  established  and  its  pow- 
ers defined.  Jurisdiction  was  given  to  it  to  receive  the  probate  of 
wills;  to  grant  letters  of  administration;  to  appoint  guardians  to 
infants,  idiots,  lunatics  and  persons  non  compos  mentis;  to  exam- 
ine and  allow  the  accounts  of  executors,  administrators  and  guar- 
dians; "with  full  jurisdiction  of  all  testamentary  and  other  mat- 
ters, pertaining  to  an  Orphans'  court  or  court  of  probate,  in  their 
respective  counties."  By  the  same  act,  the  power  to  bring  parties 
into  court,  and  all  other  means  or  incidents  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  jurisdiction  are  given.  The  right  of  appeal  to  the  chancery 
or  supreme  court  was  secured.  By  the  the  eighty-seventh  section 
the  court  was  authorized  to  audit  and  allow  all  accounts  of  exec- 
utors, administrators  and  guardians,  forty  days  notice  being  first 
given,  in  case  of  final  account,  that  at  a  given  term  it  would  be 
presented  for  allowance,  at  which  time  the  account  was  open  to  be 
contested  by  any  one  interested,  and  the  court  authorized  to  hear 
the  proofs,  and  decide  accordingly,  or  it  might,  if  necessary,  refer 
the  account  to  auditors  for  their  investigation,  on  whose  report  the 
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court  was  to  decree  as  the  justice  of  the  case  might  roquire. 
This  final  jurisdiction  was  changed  by  the  act  of  18i^  so  far,  as 
to  require  the  Orphans'  court  to  make  a  report  of  all  such  accounts 
as  might  be  presented,  to  the  next  term  of  the  county  court  for 
final  allowance,  and  by  that  court  they  were  to  be  allowed  in  the 
same  way  that  the  Orphans'  court  had  previously  made  the  allow- 
ances or  decrees,  and  so  the  law  stood  at  the  time  ttiis  settlement 
was  made. 

Now  it  is  evident  that  every  administration  must  be  finally  set- 
tled somewhere.  The  very  object  of  an  administration  is  to 
bring  the  whole  personal  estate  to  an  adjustment  preparatory  to  a 
distribution.  The  power  conferred  on  the  Orphans'  court,  in 
conjunction  with  the  county  court,  by  the  law  as  it  stood  at  the 
date  of  this  settlement,  was  ample ;  and  these  courts  were  crea- 
ted and  organized  with  a  view  to  the  exercise  of  this  important 
branch  of  jurisdiction.  The  jurisdiction,  then,  possessed  by  the 
Orphans'  court,  in  conjunction  with  the  cotmty  court,  was  co-ex- 
tensive with  the  jurisdiction  which  is  now  possessed  by  the  pro- 
bate courts  under  the  revised  constitution.  Being  then  conferred 
by  law,  it  was  perhaps  not  an  exclusive  jurisdiction,  but  it  was 
at  least  ample,  and  the  adjudications  made  by  those  courts  on 
matters  testamentary  are  not  distinguishable  in  effect  from  those 
which  have  been  made  by  the  probate  courts  under  the  present 
system.  By  repeated  decisions  of  this  court  we  have  not  only 
held  that  the  probate  courts  have  exclusive  original  jurisdiction 
in  testamentary  matters,  but  that  their  judgments  cannot  be 
attacked  or  corrected  except  by  appeal.  The  court,  then,  which 
passed  on  these  accounts,  had  undoubtedly  jurisdiction;  and  if  it 
exercised  it  by  making  a  final  adjudication,  its  judgment  must  be 
conclusive.  The  parties  interested  were  entitled  to  an  appeal, 
and  that  was  the  only  mode  by  which  the  errors  could  be  cor- 
rected. 

The  plea  avers  that  legal  notice  was  given,  and  that  the  court 
passed  upon  the  account,  allowed  it,  and  had  it  recorded  as  a 
final  settlement  of  the  estate.  By  the  record,  which  is  made  an 
exhibit,  it  appears  that  the ,  account  was  regularly  presented  to 
the  Orphans'  court,  and  by  that  court  ordered  to  be  reported  to 
the  county  court,  which  was  done;  and  the  account,  after  an  ex- 
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amkiation  of  the  youchers  or  evidences  of  its  correctness,  was 
received  and  allowed,  or  approved  as  a  final  account.  This  was 
such  an  adjudication  as  the  law  seems  to  require.  The  judg- 
ment might  have  been  more  formal,  but  it  is  substantially  good. 
It  is  in  every  particular  like  the  order  of  court  made  in  the  case 
of  Oildart's  heirs  v.  Starke,  reported  in  1  Howard,  460,  which 
was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  judgment,  and  conclusive  on  all  par- 
ties interested.  The  case  cited  is  a  direct  authority  in  the  present 
case^  and  would  be  decisive  without  other  precedents,  but  others 
may  be  cited  to  the  same  efiect.  The  case  of  McPherson  v.  Cun- 
liff  et  aL,  11  Sei^.  and  Rawle,  422,  contains  a  recognition  to  its 
full  extent,  that  the  sontences  and  orders  of  a  probate  court  are 
final  and  conclusive.  The  case  of  Jennison  v.  Hapgood,  7  Pick- 
ering, 1,  is  also  directly  in  point.  The  orders  and  decisions  of  the 
probate  court  in  Massachusetts,  in  matters  over  which  it  had 
jurisdiction,  was  held  to  be  conclusive,  although  they  are 
attacked,  as  they  are  in  this  case,  by  a  bill  in  chancery  for  that 
purpose. 

But  it  is  insisted,  that  even  if  there  was  a  judgment  or  sen- 
tence of  the  county  court,  these  complainants  ar^  not  bound  by 
it,  because  they  were  not  parties,  and  could  not  therefore  have 
taken  an  appeal.  It  is  altogether  competent  for  the  law  to  pre- 
scribe any  mode  of  bringing  parties  into  court  It  may  be  done 
by  process  direct,  or  by  notice.  Publication  is  constructive  notice 
to  all  persons  interested,  and  when  such  mode  of  giving  notice  is 
prescribed  by  law,  all  parties  are  presumed  to  be  duly  notified. 
By  the  statute,  an  administrator  is  required  to  give  forty  days 
notice  of  his  intention  to  settle  his  accounts  by  publication.  The 
law  has  prescribed  this  as  the  mode  of  putting  parties  interested 
on  their  guard.  Time  and  opportunity  is  thus  given  them  to  pro- 
tect their  rights,  and  all  persons  interested  are  parties  to  an  admin- 
istration firom  the  beginning.  The  plea  avers  that  notice  was 
given,  and  it  is  now  too  late  for  the  parties  to  say  they  were 
not  notified;  the  demurrer  admits  the  allegations  in  the  plea. 

It  is  fiirther  insisted  that  Winthrop  S.  Harding  was  not  bound 
by  the  decree,  because  he  was  a  minor,  and  that  the  complainants 
claiming  as  his  assignee,  stand  in  the  same  situation  as  he  would 
if  litigating  this  matter.    We  are  not  called  on  to  decide  on  the 
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rights  of  Harding;  whatever  they  may  he,  it  is  clear  that  these 
complainants  cannot  claim  to  be  substituted  to  all  his  privileges. 
One  of  the  complainants  was  the  administratrix,  who  presented 
the  final  account.  If  it  was  erroneous,  it  was  her  error,  and  she 
cannot  now  take  advantage  of  it.  Whether  she  knew  any  thing 
of  the  accoimt  or  not,  it  was  in  her  name  and  must  be  regarded 
as  hers.  To  say  the  least  of  it,  if  it  was  wrong  it  was  her  negli- 
gence. In  any  aspect,  it  is  obligatory  on  her.  It  is  an  estoppel 
in  law,  and  in  whatever  right  she  may  claim,  concludes  her,  and 
her  husband  who  claims  in  the  same  right.  It  is  now  the  case  of 
an  administrator  seeking  to  set  aside  his  own  final  account  which 
was  presented  and  decided  on  as  correct,  for  an  error  which  was 
then  in  &tvor  of  the  administrator,  and  prejudicial  to  the  estate, 
on  account  of  subsequently  acquired  rights.  It  is  like  the  case  of 
a  warrantor  seeking  to  recover  against  his  warrantee  by  title  sub- 
sequently acquired. 

Another  ground  taken  in  support  of  the  relief  prayed,  is,  that 
the  error  occurred  by  mistake.  Although  mistake  is  a  subject  of 
equity  jurisdiction,  yet  it  is  not  every  mistake  that  equity  will 
relieve  against.  The  mistakes  which  may  be  corrected,  occur 
mostly  in  matters  in  paiSj  in  the  execution  of  instruments,  or  the 
defective  execution  of  powers,  d^c.  But  where  there  has  been  an 
adjudication  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  neither  mistake 
in  law  or  in  fact  can  be  corrected  by  original  proceeding.  If  this 
could  be  done,  litigation  would  be  interminable.  Hence,  the  gen- 
eral rule  is,  that  equity  will  not  relieve  against  the  negligence  or 
inattention  of  parties  in  a  court  of  law.  1  Maddock,  77.  The 
mistake  here  complained  o^  is  one  which  the  complainant  was 
instmmental  in  causing.  It  arose,  if  at  all,  in  a  matter  with 
which  she  is  supposed  to  have  been  perfectly  cc^nizant,  and  for 
the  correction  of  which  there  was  a  plain  and  easy  remedy  at  law. 
But  supposing  that  she  was  ignorant  of  the  errors  in  the  account, 
still  it  amounts  to  nothing  more  than  a  case  of  negligence.  It 
was  her  business  to  be  informed,  and  if  she  omitted  it,  she  must 
abide  the  consequences. 

If  this  view  of  the  case  be  correct,  and  we  cannot  doubt  but  it 
is,  then  relief  is  sought  by  original  bill,  against  a  judgment  fully 
and  finally  made,  by  a  court  having  full  jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
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ject  matter  and  of  the  pel:sons,  when  all  parties  interested  were 
legally  notified  of  the  proceeding,  and  attended  by  no  circTim- 
stance,  other  than  the  mere  negligence  of  the  party,  which  lays  a 
foundation  for  the  interposition  of  a  court  of  chancery.  Under 
such  circumstances  we  think  the  plea  should  have  been  received 
as  a  sufficient  bar  to  the  relief,  and  the  decree  of  the  chancellor 
must  accordingly  be  reversed. 
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The  property  of  an  intestate,  in  the  hinde  cj  hii  admhfiiitrator,  ie  e  tniat  Ibnd  for  tb« 
benefit  of  theciediton  and  diatriboteea  of  the  eatate;  and  any  one  porchaaing  any 
portion  of  that  fond,  with  either  actnal  or  conatmetiTe  notiee  of  the  tmat  attached  to 
the  property,  becomes  ijMofado  a  tmstee. 

An  administrator  has  no  power  to  make  a  pmchaae  of  negroes  for  the  benefit  of  the 
estate  on  ^riiieh  he  administers,  except  by  the  authority  of  the  probate  conrt 

A  porchaser  of  an  administrator  is  presomed,  by  law,  to  know  whether  the  administra* 
tor  had  power  to  sell  the  property  of  his  intestate. 

Where  an  administrator  sold  a  promissory  note  of  his  intestate  tat  slaTes,  without  an 
order  of  the  probate  court  for  that  purpose;  held,  that  the  note,  or  the  proceeda  there- 
of, could  be  recovered  by  the  estate. 

On  the  30th  day  rf  April,  1833,  William  Fisher,  of  Vii^iiia, 
sold  to  Benjamin  Hughes,  of  Mississippi,  a  lot  of  slaves;  and  on 
the  following  day  Hughes  sold  a  part  of  said  slaves  to  one  John 
W.  nrhompson,  and  received  a  note  from  said  Thompson,  dated 
April  30th,  1833,  due  1st  day  of  January,  1837,  for  the  sum  of 
eight  thousand  dollars.  Hughes  indorsed  the  note  and  delivered 
it  to  Wm.  Fisher,  in  part  payment  of  the  lot  of  slaves  bought  by 
Hughes  of  Fisher.  William  Fisher  died  in  Virginia  some  time  in 
the  year  1836,  having  this  note  still  in  his  possession.  In  March, 
1836,  John  J.  Fisher,  of  Mississippi,  applied  to  the  probate  court 
of  Oaibome  county  for  letters  of  administration,  ad  colligendum^ 
on  the  estate  of  Wm.  Fisher,  with  a  view  of  enforcing  the  collec- 
tion of  said  note  and  other  claims  of  Wm.  Fisher,  deceased,  in 
this  state.  The  application  was  granted  for  letters  ad  colligen- 
dum^ but  by  mistake  the  clerk  issued  letters  in  chief.  At  the  May 
term,  1836,  John  B.  Thrasher,  not  knowing  the  mistake  in  the 
issuance  of  the  letters  to  Fisher,  obtained  letters  in  chief  on  the 
same  estate.  In  January,  1837,  the  mistake  above  referred  to  was 
discovered,  and  a  controversy  arose  between  Fisher  and  Thrasher 
as  to  which  was  the  legal  administrator.  At  the  May  term,  1837, 
the  probate  court  made  an  order  correcting  the  mistake.    At  the 
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April  tenn,  1838,  Thrasher  obtained  an  order  revoking  the  letters 
of  Fisher;  and  at  the  May  term,  1838,  Thrasher  was  granted  let- 
ters de  bonis  non  on  the  same  estate. 

Some  time  after  the  death  of  Wm.  Fisher,  John  J.  Fisher  was 
on  a  visit  to  Virginia,  and  the  administrator  of  said  Wm.  Fisher 
in  Virginia  placed  the  said  note  for  eight  thousand  dollars  in  the 
hands  of  John  J.  Fisher,  requesting  him  to  deliver  the  same  to 
Thrasher  for  collection.  John  J.  Fisher,  instead  of  delivering  the 
note  to  Thrasher,  retained  it  himself,  claiming  to  be  the  adminis- 
trator of  said  Wm.  Fisher.  In  December,  1836,  John  J.  Fisher 
traded  the  note  to  one  Jacob  Hoover  for  negroes,  at  the  same  time 
informing  Hoover  that  the  note  belonged  to  the  estate  of  William 
Fisher,  and  that  he  was  buying  the  negroes  for  the  benefit  of  that 
estate.  Hoover  placed  the  note  in  the  hands  of  one  Briscoe  for 
collection.  When  the  note  fell  due,  John  W.  Thompson,  the 
drawer  of  the  note,  paid  the  same  to  Briscoe  as  the  agent  of  Hoo- 
ver. Thrasher  notified  Briscoe  that  the  money  belonged  to  him 
as  administrator  of  Wm.  Fisher;  he  also  sued  Thompson,  and  ob- 
tained judgment  against  him  for  the  amount  of  the  note,  and 
Thompson  claimed  the  money  of  Briscoe  to  liquidate  that  judg- 
ment. Hoover  claimed  the  money  by  virtue  of  his  trade  for  the 
note  with  John  J.  Fisher. 

In  consequence  of  these  conflicting  claims,  Briscoe  filed  his  bill 
and  interpleader,  stating  the  facts — ^to  which  Hoover,  Thrasher 
and  Thompson  answered,  and  depositions  were  taken,  proving 
the  foregoing  statement;  and,  in  addition  thereto,  that  John  J. 
Fisher  appropriated  to  his  own  use  the  slaves  for  which  he  traded 
the  note  in  question,  and  that  Hoover  knew  that  the  note  in  con- 
troversy belonged  to  the  estate  of  Wm.  Fisher. 

Alexander  Montgomery,  for  Hoover. 

Points  contended  for  by  Hoover. 

First.  That  there  was  no  fraud  or  collusion  between  him  and  J. 
J.  Fisher.  Take  it  for  true  that  J.  J.  Fisher  informed  Hoover  that 
the  note  was  the  property  of  the  estate,  it  must  also  be  admitted 
that  he  told  him  he  was  purchasing  for  the  estate.  See  Fisher's 
deposition.  There  is  no  doubt  of  the  power  of  an  administrator  to 
transfer  a  promissory  note  at  common  law.    2  Bur.  1216;  Story's 
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Gonfl.  of  Law  262;  8  Mass.  199,  201;  1  Dur.  and  E.487;  3  Pet. 
Con.  Rep.  6. 

We  have  no  statute  limiting  the  powers  of  an  administrator  in 
relation  to  choses  in  action.  Our  statute  only  prohibits  an  admin- 
istrator from  taking  the  personal  property  at  the  appraisement; 
and  also  the  sale  of  such  property  otherwise  than  at  public  sale. 
Rev.  Code,  60,  sec.  109. 

We  admit  a  transfer  of  the  note  for  the  private  benefit  of  the 
administrator,  if  such  were  known  to  the  party  who  received  it, 
would  be  a  fraud  on  the  rights  of  the  estate,  which  courts  of 
equity  would  relieve  against;  but  Fisher  shows  that  Hoover  must 
have  acted  in  good  faith,  as  he,  Fisher,  professed  to  be  purchasing 
for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  which,  by  leave  of  the  probate  court, 
he  had  a  right  to  do;  and  although  Fisher  was  not  acting  in  good 
faith,  Hoover  should  not  be  injured  thereby,  as  he  did  not  partici- 
pate in  such  fraudulent  intentions,  or  know  of  their  existence. 
Laws  of  Miss.  1830;  Aid.  Dig.  245.  The  case  of  Prosser  v. 
Leatherman  is  not  conclusive,  because  that  was  a  case  of  firaud, 
and  not  a  question  of  power.  The  court  rest  their  judgment  on 
the  circumstances  of  collusion  between  the  assignee  and  adminis- 
trator; 2  How. 

There  is  a  discrepancy  between  Hoover's  answer  and  Fisher's 
deposition  on  this  point,  as  Hoover  denies  knowing  William  Fisher, 
or  any  thing  of  his  death.  Briscoe  states  that  Fisher  told  him  that 
the  note  belonged  to  William  Fisher's  estate.  Now  as  Briscoe  was 
the  adviser  of  Hoover,  in  making  the  trade,  it  is  probable  Fisher 
told  him  what  he  says  he  told  Hoover,  and  has  forgotten  which, 
and  thinks  it  was  Hoover. 

Taking  Hoover's  statements  to  be  true,  and  he  stands  as  a  bona 
fide  purchaser  of  the  note,  properly  indorsed  by  the  previous  own- 
ers, and  is  legally  and  equitably  entitled  to  it,  against  all  the  world. 
But  even  if  Fisher's  statement  is  true,  and  Hoover  has  happened 
to  forget  it,  and  has  asserted  a  different  claim,  that  should  not 
affect  his  just  rights,  when  they  are  made  to  appear. 

Our  system  of  administration  laws  anticipates  such  conduct  as 

this  on  the  part  of  administrators,  and  guards  against  it,  by  requiring 

sureties  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  this  trust;  and  if  Hoover's 

rights  in  this  instance  are  sustained,  the  estate,  for  all  that  appears 
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is  none  the  worse  off,  as  it  appears  he  gave  sureties;  and  it  does 
not  appear  that  either  he  or  his  sureties  are  irresponsible.  And, 
although  the  bond  does  not  correctly  recite  the  kind  of  letters  that 
were  granted,  he  is  estopped  by  his  bond  from  denying  that  letters 
ad  colligendum  had  been  granted  him,  and  the  proof  is  abundant, 
besides  his  own  deposition,  that  be  wasted  this  part  of  the  estate. 
See  Fox  Alden's  book,  234. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  Briscoe  was  agent  for  Hoover,  or  had 
any  thing  to  do  with  the  note  until  after  Hoover  bought  it;  conse- 
quently the  communications  made  to  him  by  Mr.  Thrasher  cannot 
effect  Hoover's  right,  unless  they  were  brought  home  to  tlie  know- 
ledge of  Hoover.  So,  take  the  case  which  way  you  will,  it  is  in 
favor  of  Hoover.  As  the  knowledge  of  the  interest  which  Wil- 
liam Fishers  estate  had  in  it  is  not  brought  home  to  him,  other- 
wise than  as  appears  by  J.  J.  Fisher's  deposition,  if  that  is  cred- 
ited, then  Hoover  had  reason  to  believe  he  was  selling  to  W.  Fish- 
er's estate;  discard  that,  and  Hoover  had  reason  to  believe  J.  J. 
Fisher  was  the  bona  fide  assignee  of  the  note. 

W.  R.  T.  Chaplain  for  Thrasher. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  bill  of  interpleader  shows  that  a  note  for  #8,000,  made  by 
defendant,  Thompson,  and  indorsed  by  B.  Hughes  to  William 
Fisher,  deceased,  which  came  to  the  possession  of  John  J.  Fisher, 
as  administrator  of  William  Fisher,  was  traded  to  the  defendant 
Hoover,  for  negroes,  and  by  Hoover  placed  in  the  hands  of  the 
complainant,  Briscoe,  for  collection.  The  money  due  on  the  note 
was  paid  by  Thompson,  the  maker,  to  Briscoe,  who  now  holds  it 
subject  to  such  decree  as  may  be  made  under  his  bill  of  interpleader 
between  the  three  defendants,  each  of  whom  claim  it.  Thrasher 
claims  the  money,  as  administrator  of  William  Fisher,  as  assets 
of  that  estate,  he  having  succeeded  J.  J.  Fisher,  whose  letters  had 
been  revoked.  Hoover  claims  it  under  his  purchase  of  it  from  J. 
J.  Fisher,  and  states  that  at  the  time  he  traded  for  it  he  had  no 
knowledge  that  it  belonged  to  the  estate  of  William  Fisher. 
Thompson  claims  it,  because  he  says  Thrasher,  as  the  administra- 
tor of  W.  Fisher,  has  recovered  a  judgment  against  him  upon  the 
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saipe  claim,  and  insists  that  it  shall  either  be  paid  to  him,  or  if  to 
Thrasher,  that  Thrasher  shall  be  perpetually  e&joined  from  col- 
lecting the  judgment  against  him. 

Several  minor  questions  w«re  raised  on  the  argument,  which 
it  is  not  now  important  to  notice.  The  principal  question  in 
the  case  is  this:  was. the  note  upon  which  the  money  in  question 
was  realized  the  property  of  the  estate  of  William  Fisher  at 
the  timQ  ^t  was  traded  by  John  X  Fisher  to  the  defendant, 
Hoover,  and  was  Hoover  advised  of  that  &ct?  The  affirma- 
tive of  both  branches  of  this  inquiry  is  fully  sustained  by  the 
depositions  of  E,  C.  Briscqe  and  that  of  J.  J.  Fisher,  who  likewise 
prove  that  at  the  time  he  told  Hoover  that  the  note  was  the  prop- 
erty of  the  estate  of  Wm.  Fisher,  he  also  told  him  that  he  was 
buying  the  negroes  for  the  estate.  The  property  of  an  intestate 
io  the  hands  of  his  administrator  is  clearly  a  trust,  fund  for  the 
benefit  of  the  creditors  and  distributees  of  the  estate,  and  any 
one  who  purchases  any  portion  of  that  fund,  with  either  actual  or 
constructive  notice  of  the  trust  attached  to  the  property,  takes  it 
clothed  with  the  trust,  and  is  bound  by  it,  and  becomes  ipso  facto 
a  trustee.  3  Yerger  257;  1  Yerger  296.  The  fact,  then,  that 
John  J.  Fisher  communicated  to  Hoover,  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase, that  the  note  traded  was  the  property  of  the  estate  of  Wil- 
liam Fisher,  was  sufficient  notice  to  charge  him  with  the  claim  of 
William  Fisher's  administrator,  unless  he  is  relieved  from  the 
effects  of  that  notice  by  the  statement  to  him  that  John  J.  Fisher 
was  purchasing  the  negroes  for  the  estate  of  his  intestate,  Wil- 
liam Fisher. 

An  administrator,  as  such,  has  no  power  to  make  a  purchase  of 
negroes,  unless  by  the  authority  of  the  probate  court,  and  Hoover 
was  bound  to  have  known  the  law,  and  to  have  ascertained  wheth- 
er such  authority  had  or  had  not  been  granted  to  John  J.  Fisher. 
In  1  Munford,  431,  it  was  held  that  a  purchaser  at  a  sheriff's  sale 
is  boimd  to  inquire  and  take  notice  whether  that  officer,  and  all 
others  whose  agency  was  required  by  law,  proceeded  with  due 
regularity  in  the  discharge  of  their  duty;  and  I  apprehend  that 
the  same  rule  will  apply  with  equal  if  not  greater  force  to 
one  who  deals  with  an  administrator  respecting  the  assets  of  his 
intestate,  knowing  them  to  be  such. 
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The  policy  of  our  law  is  against  the  English  rule  in  relation  .to 
the  dominion  of  an  administrator  over  assets  in  his  hands.  In 
South  Carolina,  in  4  Dessaus.  it  was  held,  that  the  court  would 
follow  a  note  of  hand  as  the  property  of  an  estate,  if  really  taken 
for  assets  of  the  estate,  sold  by  the  administrator,  though  the  note 
be  taken  in  the  private  name  of  the  administrator,  and  will  enforce 
this  against  the  private  creditors  of  the  administrator.  In  the 
case  of  Thomas  H.  Prosser  v.  Leatherman,  administrator,  d&c.,'  the 
High  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  of  this  state  recognize  the 
same  rule.  That  is  a  decision  which  I  think  goes  the  length  of 
settling  the  main  question  of  the  case  now  under  consideration. 

A  decree  will  be  made  directing  the  payment,  by  Briscoe,  of 
the  money  in  his  hands  to  Thrasher,  and  an  injunction  against 
Hoover,  and  against  Thrasher's  judgment  against  Thompson. 

The  costs  of  the  complainant  upon  the  bill  of  interpleader 
must  be  paid  out  of  the  fund  in  his  hands. 
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Chartered  privileges  cannot  be  taken  away  by  any  collateral  proceeding,  nor  in  any 
other  mode  than  by  a  direct  proceeding  through  the  utual  forma  of  aefre  /oeuii,  or 
information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranio,  regularly  proeecnted  in  a  conrt  of  law. 

It  ia  well  settled,  that  a  court  of  chancery,  as  such,  has  not  juri«fiction  or  power  orer  | 
corporate  bodies  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  their  operations,  or  winding  up  their 
eoncems.    In  Now  York  this  power  is  conferred  by  express  statute. 

A  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction,  at  the  instance  of  the  stockholders,  to  call  the 
directors  of  a  monied  or  other  joint  stock  corporation  to  account  for  any  abuse  of 
trust,  or  waste,  or  nusapplication  of  the  funds  of  the  company;  but  in  such  cases 
the  jurisdiction  is  over  the  directors  personally,  and  not  over  the  corporation— the 
directors  being  trustees. 

A  court  of  equity  will  not  grant  an  injunction,  at  the  instance  of  the  stockholders, 
against  the  president  and  cashier  of  a  bank,  restraining  them  from  the  exercise  of 
their  official  functions  for  an  alledged  malfeasance  in  office.  To  grant  such  restraint 
would  be  equivalent  to  a  removal  from  office.  The  light  of  removing  the  officers  of 
a  private  corporation  belongs  exclusively  to  the  corporation  itseH  A  court  of  equity 
has  no  jurisdiction  or  power  for  such  puipoee. 

The  bill  in  this  case  states,  that  James  W.  Sumner  and  Jobn,L. 
Brown,  stockholders  in  the  Hernando  Rail  Road  and  Banking 
Company,  did,  on  the  24th  of  March,  1840,  exhibit  to  the  court 
a  bill  of  complaint  against  tlie  plaintiffs  in  this  suit,  which  also 
prayed  that  the  plaintiffs  in  this  suit,  who  were  directors  in  the 
said  Hernando  Rail  Road  and  Banking  Company,  might  be  in- 
joined  and  restrained  from  exercising  any  of  the  powers  and  func- 
tions of  directors,  leaving  the  same  to  be  conducted  by  the  other 
officers  of  the  bank;  or  that  the  court  would  appoint  a  receiver  to 
take  charge  of  the  assets,  d^c.  of  said  bank,  as  might  be  deemed 
best.  That  said  bill  was  presented  to  Judge  Adams,  who,  on  the 
24th  of  March,  1840,  issued  an  injimction  whereby  complainants 
were  restrained  from  acting  as  directors;  that  in  consequence  the 
control  of  the  bank  fell  into  the  hands  of  Edward  Ome,  president, 
and  Joseph  N.  Bybee,  cashier;  that  a  short  time  after  said  Bybee, 
cashier,  thus  held  control,  he  surrendered  the  effects  of  the  bank 
to  Culbertson  B.  Payne,  sheriff  of  De  Soto  county,  and  delivered 
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him  the  key  of  the  bank,  which  contained  all  the  assets,  and  that 
he  afterwards  received  them  back  from  said  sheriff  as  his  agent 
or  deputy;  that  said  cashier,  Bybee,  without  authority  or  reason, 
sold  an  iron  chest  and  all  the  fumitiure  of  the  bank  to  one  Gideon 
E.  Hallett,  for  the  sum  the  complainants  were  informed  of  forty 
or  fifty  dollars,  which  was  inadequate  io  the  value  of  the  property; 
that  said  Orne  and  Bybee  did  then  g-o  on  to  take  up  certificates^  of 
deposit,  by  handing  out  the  notes  of  the  bank  which  had  been  de- 
posited by  their  favorites,  in  disregard  of  an  [order  of  the  board, 
which  required  that  the  notes  of  said  bank,  so  fast  as  they  were 
received,  should  be  cancelled  or  destroyed — and  that  they  do  not 
know  how  far  this  was  carried,  because  they  were  not  permitted 
to  examine  the  books  of  the  bank;  that  said  Bybee  and  Orne  gave 
up  and  released  or  discharged  a  deed  of  trust  executed  to  the  bank 
by  Felix  Lewis,  to  secure  a  debt  due  the  bank,  before  the  debt 
yAoB  paid,  and  took  said  Lewis'  note  for  a  large  balance  due  with- 
out any  security,  out  of  mere  favoritism;  that  said  Bybee  suffered 
three  or  four  thousand  dollars  in  the  notes  of  Richard  Orne  and 

y  his  brother-in-law,  to  be  checked  out  of  the  bank  and 

delivered  to  Edward  Orne;  that  said  Bybee  was  a  trustee  in  a  deed 
of  trust,  executed  by  John  Murray  to  secure  a  debt  of  two  or  three 
thousand  dollars,  due  by  said  Murray  to  the  bank,  and  that  he  has 
neglected  to  close  said  trust,  and  has  renewed  said  debt  in  viola- 
tion of  an  order  of  the  board — and  complainants  farther  allege, 
that  they  cannot  produce  the  orders  for  the  same,  because  said 
Bybee  and  Orne  will  not  allow  them  to  see  the  books;  that  by  a 
negotiation  with  the  New  York  Banking  Company,  the  Hernando 
Bank  had  on  deposit  in  New  Orleans,  in  the  Commercial  Bank  of 
that  city,  between  twenty  and  thirty  thousand  dollars,  which  by 
an  order  of  the  directors  was  set  apart  as  a  fund  to  take  up  check 
which  the  Hernando  Bank  had  over  drawn  upon  New  York,  and 
also^  pay  for  cotton  advanced  upon  that  in  February  last,  while 
cashier  Bybee  was  in  New  York,  and  while  E.  E.  Hallett,  cashier 
pro  tem.  was  ill  in  bed,  Edward  Ome  placed  one  Whitney,  his 
private  clerk  and  nephew,  in  the  bank;  that  while  there,  without 
the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  directors,  either  said  Orne  or  said 
Whitney  took  firom  the  bank  between  ten  and  fifteen  thousand 
dollars  of  notes,  payable  at  the  Commercial  Bank  of  New  Orleans, 
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which  had  been  signed  in  blank  by  cashier  Bybee  before  his  de- 
parture, and  were  filled  up  and  signed  by  said  Ome  as  president^ 
and  afterwards  sealed  up  the  same  and  placed  the  package  in  the 
hank  vault,  indorsed  "a  special  deposit  of  Edward  Ome;  that  the 
first  intimation  which  the  board  of  directors  had  of  this  matter 
was  on  the  passage  of  a  resolution  directing  the  cashier  pro  tern, 
to  pay  off  a  protested  check,  when  he  informed  them  that  the  fund 
had  been  used  by  Mr.  Ome;  that  said  Ome  was  absent  at  this  time; 
that  said  package  was  broken  open;  that  said  Whitney  forthwith 
took  the  money  of  said  package  to  New  Orleans  and  had  it  re- 
deemed there,  and  that  thereafter  said  Ome  never  made  his  appear- 
ance at  the  board  nor  furnished  any  explanation  of  his  conduct; 
that  he  left  Hemando  and  did  not  return  until  after  complainants 
were  enjoined,  and  then  assumed  his  post  and  functions  as  presi- 
dent of  said  bank;  that  twelve  or  eighteen  months  since  the  Her- 
nando Bank  made  an  arrangement  with  the  New  York  Banking 
Company  for  a  loan  of  $200,000,  to  be  advanced  in  instalments 
of  $50,000  every  ninety  days,  the  first  to  fall  due  in  the  fall  of 
1838,  which  was  to  have  been  met  by  the  Hemando  Bank  by 
shipping  cotton  to  the  agent  of  said  New  York  Banking  Company 
in  New  Orleans;  that  to  secure  said  New  York  Banking  Company 
for  said  loan,  the  bonds  of  the  said  Hemando  Bank  for  $200,000, 
and  the  mortgages  on  real  estate,  executed  by  the  stockholders  to 
the  bank  to  secure  their  stock,  to  the  amount  of  $200,000,  were 
also  assigned  over  to  John  Delafield,  president  of  said  New  York 
Banking  Company. 

Complainants  state  that  said  Delafleld,  president,  failed  and  re- 
fused to  comply  with  his  agreem^at  aforesaid,  and  only  advanced 
two  instalments  of  fifty  thousand  dollars  each;  also,  they  believe 
said  Delafield  to  be  a  partner  in  the  Boston  Land  Company,  and 
in  the  New  York  and  Mississippi  Land  Company;  and  they  be- 
lieve Edward  Ome  to  be  his  partner,  and  the  confidential  agent 
and  attorney  in  fact  of  said  Boston  Land  Company;  that;  of  the 
aforesaid  loan  made  by  the  New  York  Banking  Company  to  the 
Hernando  Banking  Company,  said  Edward  Orne  used  about  forty 
thousand  dollars  in  redemption  of  the  issues  of  the  bank,  which 
he  had  received  for  lands  sold  by  him  as  agent  of  said  Land 
Company;  that  the  Hemando  Bank  executed  her  bonds  to  the 
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amount  of  one  hundred  and  thirty  thousand  dollars,  and  placed 
them  in  the  hands  of  one  Benjamin  D.  Whitney,  of  Boston,  bro- 
ther-in-law of  said  Ome,  to  be  sold  for  the  benefit  of  said  bank; 
that  said  Whitney,  according  to  said  Orne's  instructions,  handed 
over  said  one  hundred  and  thirty  thousand  dollars  of  bank  bonds 
to  said  J.  Delafield,  president,  as  additional  seciurity  for  the  before 
mentioned  loan,  and  without  the  knowledge  or  authority  of  the 
board  of  directors;  that  complainants  own  more  stock  than  any 
other  three  stockholders,  for  that  they  have  secured  between  ninety 
and  one  hundred  thousand  dollars  out  of  about  three  hundred 
thousand  dollars,  and  that  they  own  a  separate  interest,  in  their 
individual  names,  to  a  large  amount  of  property,  in  the  town  of 
Commerce,  and  of  notes  in  the  possession  of  the  bank  attorney  for 
collection;  that  the  Hernando  Bank  has  become  wholly  unable  to 
meet  its  engagements,  6cc.  because  said  Delafield  has  failed  to  ful- 
fil his  contract,  and  said  Orne  has  seized,  without  authority,  on  the 
New  Orleans  funds,  as  aforesaid;  thatBybee  is  under  Orne's  influ- 
ence, and  that,  Orne  being  a  partner  of  Delafield,  they  are  both 
wholly  unfit  to  manage  the  afiisdrs  of  the  bank;  that  said  bank 
must  rely  on  process  of  law  to  render  its  debts  available,  and,  to 
save  the  associates  from  ruin,  complainants  pray  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver  to  wind  up  and  close  the  affairs  of  the  bank; 
that  defendants  be  required  to  answer,  &c.;  that  said  Orne  and 
Bybee  be  enjoined  from  exercising  the  functions  of  their  ofiice, 
and  that  accounts,  &c.  may  be  had,  and  all  the  effects  placed  in 
the  hands  of  a  commissioner. 

To  all  this  two  separate  answers  are  filed,  one  by  each  party 
on  whom  process  was  served,  to  wit:  Joseph  N.  Bybee  and  Ed- 
ward Orne — ^wbich  answers  state  as  follows,  to  wit: 

The  answer  of  Joseph  N.  Bybee,  respondent,  saith— It  is  true 
complainants  were  enjoined  as  directors,  and  that  at  that  time  Ed- 
ward Orne  was  president,  and  respondent  cashier;  that  he  did  de- 
liver the  keys  of  the  bank  to  said  sheriff,  but  did  so  in  ignorance 
of  the  requisition  of  law,  in  obedience  to  which  he  supposed  he 
was  acting;  that  the  keys  were  inmiediately  returned;  were  not 
out  of  his  sight  a  moment;  that  no  injury  did  arise  or  accrue  to 
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the  bank  therefrom,  and  that  he  has  acted  since  as  agent  of  the 
bank. 

The  sale  of  fiimituie  to  Hallett  was  conditional.  Hallett  was 
a  creditor  of  the  bank  for  more  than  four  hmidred  dollars,  and 
the  Aimiture  was  paid  to  him  for  said  debt,  with  privilege  of  re- 
demption on  payment  of  the  money  on  said  debt 

The  exchange  of  bank  notes  for  certificates  of  deposit  made  by 
the  bank,  did  not  exceed  two  hundred  dollars,  and  that  by  the  ex- 
change neither  the  nature  nor  liability  of  said  bank  was  changed; 
that  respondent  had  no  favorites,  and  that  he  never  refused  access 
to  books  or  any  information  which  complainants  ever  asked  for; 
that  the  amount  of  Felix  Lewis's  debt  was  about  two  thousand 
dollars;  that  he  i)aid  sixteen  hundred  dollars  of  it,  and  his  deed 
was  released  for  the  balance  on  his  pledge  to  pay  the  same  prompt* 
ly  in  par  funds;  that  Edward  Orne  had  a  large  deposit  in  bank, 
and  to  pay  the  note  or  notes  referred  to  of  K  E.  Orne,  he  drew  a 
check  on  his  deposit  and  received  the  notes,  as  he  had  a  ri^t  to 
do.  The  debt  of  said  Murray  is  secured  by  a  deed  of  trust  on  a 
valuable  section  of  land.  The  debt  is  only  $2,000,  and,  with 
the  approbation  of  one  of  complainants,  in  the  exercise  of  rear 
sonable  discretion,  respondent,  as  cashier  and  trustee,  extended  in- 
dulgence to  said  Murray,  and  by  so  dcxng  did  no  injury  to  the 
bank.  Said  Orne  did  not  check  out,  by  a  considerable  amount* 
the  sum  he  had  then  on  deposit. 

Mr.  Delafield,  president  of  the  New  York  Banking  Company, 
was  the  only  capitalist  who  would  render  aid  and  support  to  the 
Hernando  Bank;  and,  to  secure  his  confidence  and  maintain  it, 
the  bonds  in  Mr.  Whitney's  hands  were,  by  consent  of  respondent, 
delivered  as  farther  security  to  Mr.  Delafield;  that  complainants 
did,  by  their  action,  acquiesce  in  this  act;  that  Mr.  Delafield's  con- 
tract was  provisional,  and,  to  secure  the  payment  by  said  Delsr 
field  of  the  last  instalments  of  the  loan,  it  was  necessary  to  ship 
cotton  by  January  1,  1840,  to  his  agent  in  New  Orleans;  that  the 
bank,  in  order  to  do  so,  appointed  the  complainants  to  make  ad- 
vances on  and  purchase  cotton  for  said  purpose;  that  complainants 
received  over  sixty  thousand  dollars  for  said  purpose  of  meeting 
the  engagement  with  said  Delafield;  and  that  said  complainants 
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violated  said  trust,  shipped  the  cotton  to  their  own  house,  and 
.  thus  mainly  produced  the  present  position  of  the  bank. 

Complainants  filed  the  bill  with  a  view  to  defi^at  the  payment 
of  their  debts  to  it  and  destroy  the  institution;  and  the  respondent 
fii^her  believes  the  amount  of  stock  they  own  in  siud  bank  is  not 
sufficient  to  pay  their  liability  to  it;  that  the  bank  is  temporarily 
prostrate,  and  that  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  would  be  produc- 
tive of  great  loss,  because  part  of  the  property  of  the  bank  con- 
sists of  bills  and  notes  due  on  conditions  which  cannot,  in  that 
ease,  be  fulfilled. 

.Respondent  denies  firaud  and  incompetency;  invites  scrutiny; 
shows  he  owes  the  bank  nothing,  while  complaiqants  are  largely 
indebted  to  it;  denies  all  undue  influence  over  him,  and  states, 
since  the  injunctioa  has  been  served  on  him,  he  has  delivered  up 
all  control  of  the  bank. 

The  separate  answer  of  Edward  Ome  saitb,  that  he  adopts  the 
answer. of  Joseph  N.  Bybee  to  the  charges  in  relation  to  the  sale 
of  furniture  to  Hallett;  the  debt  of  Felix  Lewis,  and  Ed.  Ome's 
deposit  and  check,  and  leaves  the  answer  to  No.  6  to  his  co-defen- 
dalit 

Since  the  answerof  said  Bybee  the  money  has  been  paid  on  the 
debt  due  by  said  Murray,  and  that  ground  of  complaint  is  removed. 

Respondent  owned  tibtesrilirx  the  bank,  received  by  him  in  the 
course  of  business i  %i  pitytlent  fit  these  he  received  notes  paya- 
ble inNewOiieistns,  and  thus  only  obtained  what  was  actually  his 
xi^ht  and  due  to  every  ci»dttor,^d  denies  the  statement  made  by 
complainants. 

He  expressly  denies  diat  he  is  a  co-partner  with  John  Delafield 
in  any  land  company^  has  no  connexion  with  himj  and  has  not 
roceived  forty  thousand  dollars,  as  stated  by  complainants. 

•  Respondent  confirms  the  answec  of  co-defendant,  Bybee,  in  re- 
lation to  the  bonds  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Whitney,  and  shows  the 
necessity  and  great  expediency  of  placing  them  in  Mr.  Delafield's 
bands  to  secure  his  confidence,  and  states  the  transfer  was  only 
as  security;  admits  the  bank  is  in  bad  credit,  but  ascribes  it  to  the 
&ct  that  complainants  drew  out  more  than  sixty  thousand  dollars 
to  advance  on  cotton  to  be  sent  to  New  Orleans  to  Mr.  Delafield's 
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agent,  as  per  contract;  that  said  complainants  were  unfaithful  to 
their  trust,  and  in  consequence  Mr.  Delafield  refiised  to  make  fur- 
ther advances.  This,  with  the  ezcessiYe  issues  made  by  the 
board,  was  the  true  cause  of  the  bank's  difficulties. 

Respondent  denies  connexion  with  said  Delafield,  and  undue 
influence  over  Bybee;  he  does  not  believe  it  advisable  to  wind  up 
the  affairs  of  the  bank,  and  does  not  admit  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
honorable  court  therein. 

Said  respondent  farther  sets  forth,  that,  since  the  filing  of  the 
answer  of  his  co-defendant,  Bybee,  in  this  cause,  a  new  election 
for  Directors  has  been  held  in  pursuance  of  the  charter,  that  the 
complainants  were  not  reelected  in  the  new  board  of  directors, 
but  that  respond^fit  was  re-elected  president,  and  his  co-defendant, 
Bybee,  cashier;  and  that  the  new  directors  are  taking  important 
steps  towards  fulfilling  the  obligations  of  the  bank.  He  submits, 
therefore,  whether  the  restraining  order,  heretofore  made  in  this 
case,  has  not  lost  its  influence  from  the  new  election.  And  still 
farther,  respondent  submits  to  this  honorable  court,  as  if  he  had 
demurred,  how  &r  it  has  jurisdiction  in  dissolving  or  taking  away 
or  adjusting  the  corporate  rights  and  functions  of  the  institution. 
He  denies  all  fraud,  ice. 

Other  parties  were  made  defendangy^||^aige  in  the  bill  of 
complainants,  but  no  process  wha^Blr  ha^taM^8|m|d  upon  them. 
They,  however,  appear  in  this  css^,  vu  nave/l^i^^r  attorneys, 
entered  and  filed  a  forinal  demur 

Barton  and  Chalmers  for 
Brief  not  filed. 

Delafield,  Bradford  and  CLAYTONTor  defendants. 

Upon  the  state  of  &cts  in  this  case,  the  most  important  question 
which  presents  itself  is,  whether  this  honorable  court  possesses 
jurisdiction  in  the  premises? 

The  parties  to  this  cause  are  three  members  of  an  incorporated 
bank,  complainants,  and  the  president  and  cashier  of  the  bank 
defendants.  Certain  others  of  the  corporators,  but  not  all,  are 
named  defendants  in  the  bill  of  complaints,  pro  forma,  but  no 
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process  has  been  served  upon  them.  The  corporation  is  not  a 
party  to  the  suit.  The  bill  charges  solely  against  the  president 
and  cashier.  No  cause  whatever  is  shown  against  the  corporation 
nor  against  the  corporators  generally,  yet  a  receiver  is  asked  for 
in  the  bill  to  take  charge  of  the  effects  of  the  corporation^  and 
that  a  corporation  on  which  no  process  has  been  served — against 
which  none  has  been  directed.  The  bank  is  not  a  party  to  the 
bill.  The  case,  then,  fails,  and  the  demurrer  of  the  defendants  is 
sustained,  for  want  of  a  proper  bill  and  for  want  of  proper  parties 
before  the  court. 

But  were  this  bill  well  framed,  and  had  it  called  in  proper  par- 
ties, has  this  court  jurisdiction  of  the  case — of  the  suljgect  matter 
of  the  bill  of  complaints?  Has  it  power  to  grant  the  relief,  or 
make  the  decree  prayed  for?  The  sixteenth  section  of  article  4 
of  the  revised  constitution  of  this  state  provides,  that  ''a  separate 
Superior  Court  of  Chancery  shall  be  established  with  full  jurisdic- 
tion in  all  matters  of  equity, ^^  and  then  determines  the  powers  of 
the  court.  This  is  its  original,  and  as  the  supreme  court  of  this 
state  has  decided,  its  exclusive  jurisdiction,  2  Howard's  Reports, 
p.  861.  No  law  of  this  state  has  given  this  court  any  other,  but 
on  the  contrary,  the  decisions  are  explicit  in  the  cases  reported  by 
Howard,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  respective  courts  shall  not  be 
deemed  concurrent.  No  case  decided  on  general  principles  can 
be  cited,  which  will  give  the  court  a  precedent  for  jurisdiction  in 
a  case  like  this,  which  belongs  purely  to  common  law.  And  the 
legislature  of  New  York  was  of  this  opinion  when  it  gave  to  its 
chancery  court,  by  express  statute,  the  power  to  examine  banks, 
to  restrain  them  by  injunction,  and  to  appoint  receivers  to  close 
their  affairs.  Authorities  from  that  state  must  be  received  as 
decisions  on  their  local  law.    Note  to  2  Kent  Com.  p.  304 

These  corporators,  complainants,  defendants  and  others  not 
named,  are  associated  under  a  public  law  which  this  court  can- 
not annul.  It  cannot,  as  in  a  partnership,  dissolve  the  corpora- 
tion because  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  organized  cannot  be 
accomplished;  nor  can  it  interfere  because  it  has  even  dissolved. 
//  cannot  try  that  question.  The  charter  which  is  the  article 
of  association,  is  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  for  it  is 
comprehended  in  the  archives  of  the  common  law.    To  this  tri- 
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bunal  alone  can  it  be  referred.  It  is  admitted  the  jurisdiction  ct 
this  court  may  comprehend  corporations  eleemosynary  in  their 
character,  or  fiduciary;  but  those  alone,  for  most  cases  in  their 
business,  are  purely  within  equity  jurisdiction.  "Civil  corpora- 
tions," (says  Chancellor  Kent  in  2  vol.  Com.  p.  304,)  whether  pub- 
lic, as  the  corporations  of  towns  and  cities,  or  private,  as  bank^ 
insurance,  manufacturing  and  other  companies  of  the  like  nature^ 
are  not  subject  to  this  species  of  visitation.  They  are  subject  to 
the  general  law  of  the  land,  and  amenable  to  the  judicial  tribu- 
nals for  the  exercise  and  abuse  of  their  powers.  •  •  •  *  The 
better  opinion  seems,  however,  to  be,  that  any  corporation  charge- 
able with  trusts  may  be  inspected,  controlled  and  held  accounta- 
ble in  chancery  for  an  abuse  of  such  trusts.  With  that  excep- 
tion the  rule  seems  to  be,  that  all  corporations  are  amenable  to 
the  courts  of  law^  and  then  only,  according  to  the  course  of  the 
common  law,  for  non-user  or  mis-user  of  their  franchises.  2 
Kent's  Com.  304. 

C£ui  this  court  interfere  on  charges  of  misconduct  between  the 
corporators,  as  such?  The  charter  prescribes  their  mode  of  action. 
Their  powers  are  defined  by  public  law.  This  court  cannot 
interfere,  for  it  must  proceed  on  the  pretence  of  a  violation  of  the 
charter.  This  is  a  question  this  court  cannot  try.  These  corpo- 
rators  have  a  lawimto  themselves,  which  is  their  charter.  Under 
this  they  came  together.  They  associated  voluntarily  under  a 
fixed  rule,  which  they  well  knew  was  beyond  the  control  of  this 
court  They  took  its  advantages  cum  onere,  and  they  must  abide 
by  it.  They  subjected  themselves  to  the  action  of  the  corporate 
body  under  the  charter.  They  placed  a  confidence  in  that  body  .. 
which  this  court  cannot  interfere  to  impair  or  justify.  One  or 
two  or  three  corporators,  as  in  this  instance,  may  be  dissatisfied; 
but  will  the  court,  can  it  interfere  to  jeopardize  or  impair  the  cor- 
porate rights  of  their  fellows?  The  defendants  abide  by  their 
corporate  rights.  The  complainants  must  abide  by  theirs.  But 
suppose  the  actions  unjust  and  inequitable?  They  either  act 
under  the  charter,  or  they  do  not.  If  under  the  charter,  it  is  clear 
that  this  court  cannot  interfere,  however  hard  or  inequitable  their 
acts  may  be.  If  they  do  not  act  in  accordance  with  the  charter, 
they  must  act  in  violation  of  it.  Should  this  court  then  inters 
Vol.  1—16 
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fere,  it  must  proceed  upon  such  ground  of  violation  of  the  char- 
ter. Can  this  pourt  do  this?  Can  it  declare  a  corporate  act  not 
to  be  such?  Can  it  declare  any  act  to  be  in  violation  of  the  char- 
-ter?  Can  this  court  even  interfere  with  the  officers  of  a  corpora- 
tion, at  the  instance  of  corporators?  The  corporation  acts  by  its 
officers.  In  many  cases  they  bind  the  corporators  without  their 
consent.  Their  acts  may  be,  and  often  are,  the  cause  of  forfeiture 
of  charter.  They  may  cause  a  total  loss  of  corporate  property 
by  misconduct.  If  they  violate  the  charter,  they  may  cause  a 
judicial  forfeiture.  This  would  cause  a  total  loss  of  the  corporate 
property,  which  in  such  case  would  either  vest  in  the  state,  or 
revert  to  original  grantors.  But  can  this  court  interfere  to  pre- 
vent it?  No  authority  is  found  for  such  a  position.  The  same 
objection  exists  to  an  interference  in  case  of  the  officers  as  in  case 
of  the  corporators.  Even  though  there  be  no  adequate  remedy 
at  common  law,  still  the  court  will  not  interfere. 

1.  Because  the  parties  voluntarily  placed  themselves  under  a 
corporate  law  which  is  beyond  the  control  of  a  court  of  equity; 
a  public  law  of  the  land. 

2.  Because  this  court  cannot  interfere  unless  on  the  ground  of 
forfeiture  of  charter,  which  is  a  matter  of  pure  law,  and  not  of 
equity  jurisdiction. 

Lastly.  The  bill  of  complainants  prays  for  a  receiver.  This, 
in  effect  prays  a  dissolution  of  and  destruction  of  the  banking 
privileges.  Can  the  court  grant  this?  A  charter  is  a  public  law. 
The  destruction  here  prayed  for  would  be  in  effect  a  forfeiture  of 
the  charter,  or  a  forcible  and  ruinous  determination  of  vested 
rights,  before  their  legitimate  expiration.  The  decisive  action  of 
this  court  would  be,  in  fact,  a  collateral  determination  of  the  ques- 
tion of  forfeiture  of  charter,  which  cannot  be  done  collaterally,  or 
incidentally,  or  in  any  manner  except  by  a  direct  proceeding  for 
that  purpose,  and  then  only  by  the  government.  Ang.  and  Ames, 
Corp.  610.  Otherwise  a  court  of  eqiiity  may  indirectly  annul  a 
law. 

In  the  evidi^ice  before  the  honorable  court,  no  case  of  gross 
abuse  is  shown  on  the  part  of  the  corporators,  except  the  com- 
plainants, nor  of  their  officers,  nor  is  any  charge  made  against  the 
body  of  the  corporators.    The  president  is  the  only  corporator 
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against  whom  a  charge  is  made.  Is  the  whole  body  of  corporators 
to  pay  the  penalty  of  his  offences?  Both  president  and  cashier, 
against  whom  charges  are  made,  are  subject  to  the  stockholders, 
and  may  be  removed  for  misconduct.  They  have  then  an  ad- 
equate remedy  at  law. 

The  positions  here  taken  relate  to  controversies  between  the 
corporators  themselves.  The  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  in  cases 
between  third  persons  and  a  corporation,  rest  on  other  grounds, 
and  cannot  apply  to  this  case. 

That  the  corporation  is  a  necessary  party,  see  Robinson  v.  Smith, 
3  Paige,  222.  The  case  of  Yerplanck  v.  The  Mercantile  Insurance 
Company  of  New  York  and  Barker,  (2  Paige,  438,)  shows  very 
clearly  the  limit  upon  the  powers  of  courts  of  chancery  in  regard 
to  cases  of  this  kind.  Aside  firom  the  statute  of  that  state  of  a 
late  date,  the  court  never  goes  further  in  behalf  of  the  stockhold- 
ers of  a  corporation,  than  to  restrain  the  individual  directors  from 
violating  their  trust.  lb.  451.  The  view  there  taken  is  conclu- 
sive against  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  sought  to  be  exercised 
in  this  case. 

The  answer  of  Ome  is  made  to  operate  as  a  demurrer.  Bybee 
is  not  a  member  of  the  corporation,  and  is  fully  under  the  control 
of  the  new  board  of  directors.  The  same  remark  is  applicable  to 
Ome,  as  an  officer  of  the  institution.  The  reasoning  which  goes 
to  show  the  court  cannot  exercise  jurisdiction  over  the  corporation, 
goes  equally  to  show  that  it  cannot  appoint  a  receiver.  And  the 
cases  last  cited  sustain  the  same  position. 

Upon  these  grounds  it  is  submitted  that  the  injunction  should 
be  dissolved  and  the  bill  dismissed.  Indeed,  since  the  new  elec- 
tion of  directors,  the  injunction  seems  to  us  to  be  inoperative. 

In  regard  to  the  exceptions  to  the  answers,  a  few  words  will 
suffice.  There  are  many  statements  in  the  bill  that  are  mere 
episodes,  having  no  conceivable  connection  with  the  relief  prayed 
for,  and  no  tendency  to  noake  out  a  cause  which  the  court  would 
have  jurisdiction  to  sustain.  These  matters  it  is  unnecessary, 
according  to  all  books  of  practice,  to  answer,  and  tried  by  this 
simple  test,  the  answers  are  good.  They  do  not  evade  or  pass 
over  any  material  allegation  connected  with  the  relief  sought  for. 
Take  the  second  exception  for  example.    Ome  says  he  took  six 
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or  seven  thousand  dollars,  not  ten  or  fifteen  thousand  dollars,  of 
New  Orleans  funds;  that  he  took  them  in  exchange  for  due  funds 
which  he  held;  that  he  knew  of  no  order  of  the  board  to  forbid 
it;  and  that  he  took  only  what  any  other  creditor  was  entitled  to. 
That  is  surely  all  that  was  necessary  to  show  the  honesty  of  the 
transaction. 

In  the  fourth  exception  it  is  not  distinctly  stated  in  the  bill  that 
there  is  a  Boston  Land  Company,  distinct  from  the  New  York 
and  Mississippi  Land  Company.  The  fact  is,  that  there  is  no 
such  company  as  the  Boston  Land  Company;  and  my  intimate 
knowledge  of  that  fact  led  me  to  believe  tfiat  they  alluded  to  but 
one  company. 

But  in  various  parts  of  the  answer  all  connection  with  Delafield 
in  business  is  disclaimed;  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  charge  which 
can  affect  the  decree.    This  is  true  of  all  the  exceptions. 

The  answer  is,  moreover,  a  demurrer,  and  avoids  all  objections 
in  that  way. 

The  injunction  has,  moreover,  performed  its  functions — a  new 
directory  having  been  elected.  Bybee  is  not  one  of  the  corpora- 
tors; no  decree  can  therefore  be  rendered  against  him  affecting  the 
injunction.  The  new  directory  can  remove  him  at  pleasure,  if 
they  think  it  necessary. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  bill  is  filed  by  the  complainants  as  three  of  the  stockhold- 
ers of  the  Hernando  Rail  Road  and  Banking  Company,  against 
Orne  and  Bybee,  as  a  president  and  cashier,  and  against  Hallet, 
Brown  and  others,  as  a  portion  of  the  stockholders  in  said  compa- 
ny. The  bill  charges  that  the  defendants,  Orne  and  Bybee,  are 
incompetent  and  unfit  persons  to  have  charge  of  the  afiairs  of 
said  company,  and  charges  them  with  various  acts  of  abuse,  and 
delinquency  in  their  official  conduct,  in  misapplying  the  funds  of 
the  company  and  otherwise  mismanaging  its  affairs.  The  bill 
prays  for  an  injunction,  which  was  granted,  restraining  the  said 
Orne  as  president,  and  the  said  Bybee  as  cashier,  from  the  exercise 
of  their  official  functions  as  officers  of  said  company.  It  also 
prays  for  the  appointment  of  commissioners  to  take  charge  of  the 
effects  of  the  bank,  of  whatsoever  character,  and  that  the  affairs  of 
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said  bank  '^  finally  settled  up  and  closed — that  an  account  be 
taken  between  the  stockholders,  &ucP 

The  defendants,  Bybee  and  Orne,  have  filed  their  answers,  the 
latter  insisting,  by  way  of  demurrer,  upon  the  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  court  over  the  subject  matter  of  the  bill.  To  these 
answers  various  exceptions  are  taken  by  the  complainants.  The 
defendants,  Brown  and  others,  have  demurred  to  the  bill,  and  rely 
upon  the  want  of  jurisdiction  over  the  case,  as  also  the  want  of 
proper  parties.  The  case  was  submitted,  by  agreement,  upon  the 
bill  and  answers  of  two  of  the  defendants,  .and  upon  the  excep- 
tions thereto,  as  also  upon  the  demurrer  of  the  other  defendants. 
It  is  unnecessary  to  advert  to  the  exceptions  to  the  answers.  The 
precedent  question  of  jurisdiction  must  first  be  disposed  of.  It 
will  be  seen  that  the  object  and  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  divest  the 
corporators  of  all  authority  and  control  over  their  corporate  eflfects; 
to  place  the  management  and  settlement  of  its  affairs  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and  thus  work  a  complete  dissolution  of 
the  corporation  itself  Although  the  bill  does  not  ask  directly  for 
a  decree  dissolving  the  corporation,  yet  if  the  relief  asked  would 
work  that  efiect,  the  court  is  bound  to  look  to  the  consequences. 

The  principle  is  well  settled  that  charter  privileges  cannot  be 
taken  away  by  any  collateral  proceeding,  nor  in  any  other  mode, 
than  by  a  direct  proceeding  through  the  usual  forms  of  a  scire 
facias,  or  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto^  regularly 
prosecuted  in  a  court  of  law.    Aug.  &  Ames  on  Corp.  510. 

These  modes  of  proceeding  belong  exclusively  to  courts  of  law; 
for,  though  chancery  may  hold  persons  who  sustain  the  relation 
of  trustees  to  a  corporation,  accountable  for  abuse  of  their  trust, 
yet  it  cannot  dissolve  the  corporation  itself,  nor  divest  it  of  its  cor- 
porate character  and  capacity.  3  John.  R.  134;  5  John.  C.  R.  380; 
2  John.  C.  R.  388;  17  Yes.  491;  5  Term  R.  85. 

It  cannot  be  concealed  that  to  decree  the  prayer  of  the  com- 
plainants' bill  would  be  to  decree  a  dissolution  of  the  corporation. 
In  this  respect  it  differs  materially  from  bills  which  have  firequent- 
ly  been  entertained  by  courts  of  equity,  at  the  instance  of  stock- 
holders against  the  directors  of  a  corporate  company,  to  compel 
them  to  account  for  the  improper  use  of  funds,  or  to  restrain  them 
from  violating  their  trust.    That  a  court  of  equity,  as  such,  has 
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not  jnrisdiction  or  power  over  corporate  bodies,  for  the  purpose  of- 
restraining  their  operations  or  winding  up  their  concerns,  is,  \ 
think,  well  settled  by  various  authorities.  1  Edwards's  C.  R.  84; 
2  John,  a  R  371-8. 

In  the  case  of  the  Attorney  General  v.  Bank  of  Niagara,  1  Hop- 
kins, 354,  where,  pending  a  proceeding  before  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York  for  the  purpose  of  annulling  the  charter  of  the  bank, 
an  application  was  made  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  bank 
from  making  discounts,  receiving  deposits  or  issuing  notes,  the 
chancellor  held  that  there  was  no  authority  to  be  found  to  warrant 
such  an  application,  and  that  it  was  very  clear  that  the  court  had 
not  jurisdiction  over  the  case.  It  may  be  remarked  that  the  legis- 
lature of  that  state,  shortly  after  this  decision,  conferred  jurisdic* 
tion  upon  its  courts  of  chancery  over  incorporated  companies,  to 
the  extent  of  enjoining  them  and  winding  up  their  aJSairs  in  the 
manner  pointed  out  by  the  statute.  In  a  subsequent  case,  where 
a  similar  application  was  made,  the  chancellor  said  the  application 
must  be  considered  as  founded  altogether  upon  the  statute  above 
referred  to,  and  that  the  general  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity 
did  not  extend  to  the  case.  Hop.  C.  R.  698,  Attorney  General  r. 
Bank  of  Chenango. 

I  entertain  no  doubt  that  this  court  has  jurisdiction  at  the  in- 
stance  of  stockholders  to  call  the  directors  of  a  monied  or  other 
joint  stock  corporation  to  account  for  any  abuse  of  trust  or  waste 
or  misapplication  of  the  funds  of  the  company.  But  in  such  case 
the  jurisdiction  is  over  the  AxkcXots  personally^  and  not  over  the 
corporation.    Robinson  v.  Smith,  3  Paige  Ch.  222. 

The  directors  of  an  aggregate  corporation,  who  are  chaiged 
with  the  control  and  direction  of  it?  affairs,  become  the  agents  and 
trustees  of  the  corporation,  and  in  their  trast  character  may  be 
held  accountable  in  this  court,  at  the  instance  of  the  stockholders, 
for  dereliction  of  duty  or  fraudulent  breach  of  trust.  Yerplanck 
V.  Mercantile  Insurance  Company,  1  Edw.  C.  R.  84. 

In  such  case  it  is  the  trust  relation  which  gives  jurisdiction  to 
Ihe  court;  and  chancellor  Kent  said,  to  this  plain  and  ordinary 
head  of  equity  the  jurisdiction  of  chancery  over  corporations 
ought  to  be  confined.  Attorney  General  v,  Utica  Insurance  Com- 
pany, 2  J.  C.  R  388.    But  such  relation  does  not  exist  between 
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tile  stockholders  and  the  corporation  itself^  nor  betwera  different 
0ets  of  stockholders  of  the  same  company.  The  relation  of  trus- 
tees and  cestuis  que  trust  requires  separate  and  distinct  persons 
to  constitute  it,  whereas  the  stockholders  >(an^  incorporated  c(xn- 
pany  are  one  and  the  same.  Their  individuality  is  merged  in  the 
artificial  person  of  which  they  are  component  parts.  1  Edwards's 
C.R.84. 

In  the  case  now  before  me  the  bill  is  filed  by  the  complainant^ 
as  stockholders,  against  Ome  and  Bybee  as  president  and  cashier, 
enjoining  them  firom  the  exercise  of  their  official  fimctions,  and  for 
an  account  of  alleged  misuse  of  monies,  and  against  the  other  de- 
fendants as  stockholders  of  the  Hernando  Rail  Road  and  Banking 
Company.  So  far  as  the  defendants  Brown  and  others  are  con- 
cerned, as  joint  stockholders  with  the  complainants,  it  is  obvious, 
firom  what  has  been  already  said,  that  there  is  no  ground  for  enter- 
taining the  bill;  for  as  between  them  the  trust  relation  which  gives 
jurisdiction  does  not  exist  This  disposes  of  the  case  as  to  the 
defendants,  who  are  made  such  upon  no  other  ground  than  that  of 
their  being  stockholders  in  said  company.  ^ 

The  next  inquiry  is,  can  the  suit  be  sustained  by  the  complain- 
ants, as  stockholders,  against  the  defendants  Orne  and  Bybee,  for 
the  purpose  of  compelling  an  account  for  monies  used  or  misap- 
plied by  them  as  president  and  cashier  of  said  company.  I  think 
it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  suits  brought  for  the 
purpose  of  compelling  the  ministerial  officers  of  a  private  corporar 
tion  to  account  for  breach  of  official  duty  or  misapplication  of  cor- 
porate funds,  should  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  corporation. 
Such  officers  are  directly  amenable  to  the  directors  of  the  com- 
pany, who  are  chained  with  the  protection  and  management  of 
its  affairs,  and  who  direct  its  corporate  action.  Robinson  v.  Smith, 
3  Paige  Ch.  R.  233.  This  rule  might  be  dispensed  with  if  it 
were  alleged  and  made  to  appear  that  the  directory  of  the  corpo- 
ration connived  at  the  delinquency  or  misconduct  of  its  officers, 
or  refused  to  bring  them  to  account  by  suit.  In  such  case,  the 
stockholders  as  the  real  and  ultimate  parties' in  interest  would  be 
permitted  to  bring  suit  directly  in  their  own  names.  (lb.)  I 
think,  then,  that  the  objection  for  want  of  proper  parties  is  well 
taken.    So  far  as  the  case  depends  upon  the  injunction  granted 
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against  the  aforesaid  officers  of  the  company,  I  am  unable  to' 
perceive  any  thing  in  it  which  warrants  the  jurisdiction  which 
was  assumed  for  that  purpose. 

Every  corporation  has  within  itself  the  power  of  guarding 
against  any  apprehended  or  threatened  abuse  of  its  ministerial 
officers.  The  right  of  amoving  an  officer  of  a  private  corpora- 
tion, without  any  express  provision  for  that  purpose,  is  considered 
an  inseparable  incident  of  corporate  powers.  Ang.  &  Ames  on 
Corp.  68.  And  such  right  of  amotion  may  be  exercised  when 
gross  delinquency  or  other  misconduct  of  officers  indicates  the 
necessity  and  propriety  of  such  action.  This  right  of  removal 
for  breach  of  duty  applies  as  well  to  officers  whose  office  is  of  the 
essence  of  the  corporation,  (such  as  the  directors  of  a  corporate 
company,)  as  to  those  who  are  mere  executive  agents.  But  a 
material  distinction  exists  between  the  first  class  of  officers  and 
those  whose  duties  are  merely  ministerial^  such  as  the  cashier 
and  other  executive  officers  of  a  bank,  who  are  usually  appointed 
durante  bene  placito,  and  may  be  removed  without  any  other 
cause  than  that  of  its  being  the  pleasure  of  those  who  appointed 
them.  In  such  case  it  is  said  the  right  to  amove  is,  of  course, 
incident  to  the  right  of  appointment,  Ang.  &  Ames  Corp.  247, 
and  I  take  it  for  granted  that  such  officers  may  be  amoved  far 
cause,  even  where  the  tenure  of  office  is  fixed  for  a  definite 
period. 

It  may  be  said  that  the  bill  in  this  case  does  not  ask  a  removal 
of  the  officers;  but  I  conceive  an  injunction  indefinitely  suspend- 
ing an  officer,  is  in  its  character  so  near  akin  to  an  absolute 
removal,  as  to  defy  any  sound  distinction  between  the  two  modes 
of  accomplishing  the  same  thing.  The  right  of  amoving  the 
officers  of  a  private  corporation  belongs  exclusively  to  the  corpo- 
ration itself;  this  court  has  no  jurisdiction  or  power  for  such  pur- 
pose. In  the  case  of  the  Attorney  General  v.  the  Earl  of  Claren- 
don, 17  Ves.  491,  it  was  distinctly  laid  down  by  the  master  of  the 
rolls,  that  chancery  had  no  jurisdiction  with  regard  to  the  amotion 
of  corporators  of  any  description.  If  this  be  true,  it  would  seem 
to  follow  that  this  court  cannot  by  its  injunction  suspend  a  corpo- 
rator or  officer  from  the  exercise  of  their  corporate  or  official  priv- 
ileges, and  thus  do  indirectly  that  which  may  not  be  done  directly. 
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It  may  be  again  repeated  that  a  court  of  equity  has  no  general 
jurisdiction  over  corporations  or  corporators,  except  so  far  as  the 
transaction  may  assume  the  character  of  a  trust,  and  place  the 
parties  in  the  relation  of  trustees  and  cestuis  qtte  trust. 

The  principles  of  this  case  are  new  in  this  state,  and  I  have 
regretted  that  I  have  been  compelled  to  throw  these  views 
t(^ther  somewhat  hastily,  rather  as  furnishing  some  of  the  rea- 
sons which  have  influenced  my  mind,  than  as  a  thorough  and 
finished  view  of  the  subject. 

The  demurrer  must  be  sustained,  the  injunction  dissolved  and 
the  bill  dismissed. 
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By  the  sixth  article  of  the  ChickaBaw  treaty,  it  is  provided  that  a  gection  of  land 
withia  the  territory,  which  was  the  principal  subject  of  the  treaty,  should  be  resenred 
to  each  male  and  female  of  the  Chickasaw  tribe,  not  being  the  heads  of  families, 
who  were  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  and  upwards.  This  treaty  vests  a  right 
in  the  persons  described  to  one  section  of  land,  and  that  right  may  be  conveyed  to 
a  third  party  even  before  the  land  is  located,  if  the  conveyance  is  made  according  to 
the  forms  prescribed  in  the  treaty. 

It  is  now  the  well  settled  doctrine,  that  even  a  mere  possibility,  clothed  with  an  interest 
in  real  estate,  may  be  made  the  subject  of  contract,  which  a  court  of  equity  will 
inforoe. 

Where  an  Indian  claiming  a  section  of  land  under  the  Chickasaw  treaty  sold  the 
same  for  a  fair  consideration,  and  the  purchaser  was  prevented  irom  perfecting  his 
title,  according  to  the  form  prescribed  in  the  treaty,  by  the  fraud  of  a  third  party, 
who  obtained  a  deed  to  the  same  land  with  full  knowledge  of  the  previous  sale ; 
held,  that  this  was  a  sufficient  excuse  for  the  failure  of  the  first  purchaser  to  peiftct 
his  title,  and  that  a  court  of  chancery  would  perfect  the  same. 

Where  individual  rights  vest  under  a  treaty,  the  meaning  of  the  treaty,  in  reference  to 
them,  is  to  be  ascertained  by  the  same  rules  of  C0ostruction  which  we  apply  to  the 
interpretation  of  private  contracts. 

Hie  certificates  required  by  the  Chickasaw  treaty  to  pass  the  title  of  an  Indian  to  his 
reservation  of  land,  are  conditions  subsequent  Where  an  estate  is  granted  upon 
a  condition  subsequent,  and  that  condition  becomes  impossible  by  inevitable  aoodent, 
or  the  performance  of  it  is  prevented  by  the  grantor,  in  both  cases  the  estate  granted 
becomes  absolute  and  unconditional  The  same  rule  applies  to  a  third  person  by 
whose  conduct  the  performance  of  the  condition  was  prevented,  and  who  is  seeking 
to  avail  himself  of  the  supposed  divestiture  of  title. 

The  Chickasaw  treaty  requires  that  when  an  Indian  sells  his  reservation,  certain  ofli- 
oers,  appointed  for  that  purpose  under  the  treaty,  shall  certify  that  said  Indian  is 
competent  to  contract,  and  that  a  fair  compensation  has  been  paid  him ;  whereupon 
the  president  shall  approve  the  sale.  Such  a  conveyance  is  prima  facie  evidence 
of  a  good  title,  but  the  same  may  be  contested  in  a  court  of  chancery  and  vitiated  for 
fraud, 

The  acts  of  the  officers  who  certify  to  the  competency  of  the  Indians  to  contract,  dec 
are  purely  ministerial,  and  partake  no  more  of  the  character  of  a  judicial  sentence 
than  the  certificate  of  a  clerk  or  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  acknowledgement  of  a 
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deed.  Their  datiea  bear  no  ieeemb]ance  to  thoee  of  commifaonen  appointed  bj 
CongresB  with  full  power,  and  for  the  ezpreae  purpoae  o^  deciding  finally  npon  con- 
trovenies  between  advene  claimants, 
A  deed  takes  effect  by  yirtae  of  its  delivery;  and  although  it  may  hare  been 
in  blank  when  signed,  yet  if  filled  up  when  delivered,  it  would  be  valid, — if  it 
be  in  blank  when  delivered,  that  objection  could  only  be  taken  by  the  grantor 
in  the  deed. 

The  facts  of  this  case  are  sufficiently  set  forth  in  the  opinion  of 
the  chancellor. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  statements  of  the  complainants'  bill,  so  far  as  it  is  neces- 
sary to  consider  of  them  in  disposing  of  the  demurrer,  are,  that 
on  the  7th  of  October,  1837,  they  purchased  of  an  Indian  woman, 
by  the  name  of  Ta-na-cha,  a  tract  of  land,  being  section  20,  town. 
3,  range  2,  west,  which  she  claimed  as  a  reservation,  under  the 
sixth  article  of  the  Chickasaw  treaty  of  May,  1834.  That  on  the 
6th  of  October,  1837,  one  day  preceding  the  purchase,  said  woman 
was  enrolled  and  located  on  said  section  ^'by  the  agent  and  chiefs 
of  the  Chickasaw  nation."  That  the  secretary  of  war  had  so 
construed  the  treaty,  that  no  deed  would  be  vaUd  until  the  loca- 
tion was  confirmed  by  the  president.  They  took  no  deed  at  that 
time,  but  procured  the  Indian  woman  to  make  to  one  E.  P. 
McDowell  a  power  of  attorney,  authorizing  him  to  make  title  in 
her  name.  That  McDowell,  on  the  2nd  April,  1838,  accordingly 
made  them  a  deed;  but  that  dying  immediately  afterward,  they 
were  not  able  to  complete  the  deed  by  procuring  the  necessary 
certificates  of  the  agent  and  examining  agent.  That  on  the  1st 
of  June,  1838,  they  procured  firom  Ta-na-cha  a  confirmation  of 
that  deed,  as  also  a  deed  directly  from  herself,  having  previously 
procured  from  two  of  the  chiefs  a  certificate  of  her  competency, 
which  latter  deed  was  proved  for  registration  on  the  7th  of  De- 
cember, 1838.  That  they  took,  possession  of  the  land  in  Novem- 
ber, 1837,  and  that  by  themselves,  and  those  claiming  under  them, 
that  possession  has  been  continued  to  the  present  time.  That  de- 
fendants (claiming  by  virtue  of  a  deed  purporting  to  be  from  the 
same  Indian,  bearing  date  31st  March,  1836,  and  approved  13th 
February,  1838,  by  the  agent  representing  the  president,)  have  in- 
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stituted  a  proceeding  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  the  land 
by  writ  of  forcible  entry  and  detainer.  They  charge  that  this 
deed  of  the  defendants  is  void:  1st.  Because  at  the  date  of  it  there 
had  been  no  location  and  approval  of  the  reservation.  2nd.  There 
was  no  certificate  that  the  purchase  money  had  been  paid.  3rd. 
That  at  the  time  of  signing  the  same,  the  deed  was  in  blank,  (this 
cannot  affect  it,  if  filled  up  before  delivery,)  and  was  afterwards 
filled  up  by  the  defendants  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  complain- 
ants' prior  purchase  and  location.  That  the  approval  of  the  ex- 
amining agent  was  procured  by  the  defendants  through  fraud  and 
misrepresentation  in  substituting  one  Indian  for  another,  &c.  The 
bill  prays  for  an  injunction  against  the  proceeding  at  law,  and  that 
the  defendants'  deed  may  be  declared  void,  and  be  delivered  up 
and  cancelled,  &c. 

To  this  bill  there  is  a  general  demurrer.  As  both  parties  claim 
to  derive  title  indirectly  under  the  Chickasaw  treaty  of  May,  1834, 
their  respective  pretensions  must  depend  mainly  upon  a  sound  con- 
struction and  application  of  the  provisions  of  that  treaty.  Amongst 
other  things,  it  is  provided  by  the  sixth  article  of  the  treaty,  that 
a  section  of  land  within  the  territory,  which  was  the  principal 
subject  of  the  treaty,  should  be  reserved  to  each  male  and  female 
of  the  Chickasaw  tribe,  not  being  the  heads  of  families,  and  who 
were  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  and  upwards;  a  list  of  whom 
was  to  be  made  out  and  filed  with  the  agent,  and  by  him  certified 
A  the  register  and  receiver,  who  was  to  cause  such  reservations 
to  be  located.  The  fourth  article  of  the  treaty  assumes  that  there 
were  many  of  the  Chickasaw  Indians  who  were  incapable  of 
managing  their  own  affairs,  and  were  subject  to  be  imposed  upon 
by  designing  men.  To  guard  against  fraud  and  imposition,  it  re- 
quires that  in  order  to  the  validity  of  a  conveyance  from  an  Indian 
of  his  reservation,  a  certificate  of  capacity  to  contract,  and  a  cer- 
tificate that  a  fair  consideration  had  been  paid,  should  have  been 
obtained,  and  finally  an  indorsement  in  the  deed  by  the  president 
of  the  United  States,  or  his  agent  for  that  purpose,  that  the  same 
was  approved."  It  was  said  in  ai^iment,  that  these  conditions  and 
restrictions  could  not  be  rightly  implied.  The  ultimate  title  to  the 
lands  in  question  being  in  the  United  States,  subject  to  the  Indian 
right  of  occupancy,  it  was,  doubtless,  competent  for  the  two  pow- 


OP  CHANCERY.  181 

Andenon  tod  Orne  o.  Lewis  and  Nilei. 

ers,  in  disposing  of  them  by  treaty,  to  fix  and  prescribe  to  their 
donee  such  form  and  mode  of  alienation  as  they  thought  fit 

The  principle  is  well  established,  that  the  donor  of  a  thing  may 
annex  to  his  gift  or  grant  such  conditions,  precedent  or  subse- 
quenty  as  he  may  choose,  provided  they  be  not  against  law.  It  is 
true,  that  in  conveyances  between  private  persons  any  conditions 
in  restraint  of  the  right  of  alienation  are  generally  held  void. 
But  the  restrictions  imposed  by  the  treaty  do  not  come  within  the 
reason  or  policy  of  that  rule;  they  may  be  said  to  be  rather  de- 
scriptive of  the  mode,  than  restrictive  of  the  right  of  alienation; 
or  perhaps  they  may  be  more  properly  regarded  as  conditions  sub- 
sequent. The  complainants  not  having  complied  with  any  of  the 
requirements  of  the  treaty,  (except  that  of  procuring  the  certificate 
of  the  capacity  of  their  vendor,)  the  question  arises,  what  title, 
any,  did  they  acquire  by  virtue  of  their  deed  from  the  Indian?  for 
if  they  do  not  show  prima  fade  a  good  equitable  title  in  them- 
selves, the  bill  must  be  dismissed.  The  rule  that  the  plaintiff 
must  recover  upon  the  strength  of  his  own  title,  and  not  upon  the 
weakness  of  his  adversary's,  being  equally  r^;arded  by  courts  of 
law  and  equity — the  complainants'  title  must  depend  in  part  upon 
tfie  character  of  the  title  of  their  vendor  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chajse.  Had  the  Indian  woman  any  right  or  title  to  the  land  in 
question,  at  the  date  of  her  sale  to  complainants?  and  was  that 
right  a  legitimate  subject  of  contract  and  sale  prior  to  the  comple- 
tion of  its  location?  In  regard  to  the  first  branch  of  the  propost 
tion,  I  apprehend  there  can  be  no  doubt.  The  facts  that  she  was 
of  the  Chickasaw  tribe,  not  being  the  head  of  a  [family,  and  of 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or  upwards,  of  themselves,  gave  to 
her,  under  the  treaty;  a  right  in  the  abstract  to  a  section  of  land. 
The  subsequent  acts  of  enrollment  and  location  required  by  the 
treaty,  do  not  create  the  right,  but  merely  serve  to  locate  and  at- 
tach it  specifically  to  definite  prescribed  boundaries.  Rutherford 
V.  Green's  Heirs,  2  'VVhea.  196.    See  6th  Art.  Chic.  T. 

The  second  branch  of  the  proposition  is  to  my  mind  equally 
clear.  It  is  now  the  well  settled  doctrine,  that  even  a  mere  pos- 
sibility, clothed  with  an  interest  in  real  estate,  may  be  made  the 
subject  of  contract,  which  a  court  of  equity  will  inforce.  Hobson 
1?.  Tenor,  2  P.  Wms.  191;  Wright  v.  Wright,  1  Ves.  sr.  408.  And 
Vol.  L— 16 
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such  possible  interest  may  be  devised  by  will.    3  Ed.  Rep.  342; 
2  Dessaus.430. 

I  conclude,  then,  that  the  Indian  reservation  right  to  a  section 
of  land  was  the  proper  subject  of  a  contract  of  bargain  and  sale^ 
even  before  location  was  made  to  the  extent  of  creating  an  equity 
in  favor  of  the  vendee,  and  that  a  subsequent  location,  together 
with  a  deed  made  in  accordance  with  such  contract  and  carried 
through  the  forms  prescribed  by  the  treaty,  would  pass  the  title  to 
the  vendee;  and  that,  as  between  the  parties  themselves,  and  as  to 
third  persons  with  notice,  the  deed  would  relate  back  to  the  date 
of  the  contract  for  purchase.    2  Wheat.  196. 

*  Indeed  it  will  appear  that  the  acts  required  by  the  treaty  to  give 
validity  to  the  conveyance  of  the  Indian  right,  do  not  precede  but 
follow  the  contract  for  purchase.  The  fourth  article  of  the  treaty 
(after  reciting  that  there  were  some  of  the  Indians  incapable  of 
managing  their  own  affairs)  proceeds  thus:  "It  is  agreed  that  the 
reservations  hereinafter  admitted  shall  not  be  permitted  to  be  sold, 
&c.  unless  it  appear,  by  the  certificate  of  at  least  two  (of  seven  per- 
sons) there  designated,  that  the  party  claiming  or  owning  the  same 
is  capable  to  manage  and  take  care  of  his  affairs;  which  fact,  to 
the  best  of  his  knowledge,  shall  be  certified  by  the  agent,  and  that 
a  fair  consideration  has  been  paid — and  thereupon  the  deed  .shall 
be  valid:  provided,"  &c. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  Indian  is  not  legally  incapacitated 
t8  contract,  in  the  first  instance,  for  a  sale  of  his  reservation;  but 
that,  in  order  to  the  ratification  and  ultimate  validity  of  such  con- 
tract, it  must  pass  through  the  forms  prescribed  by  the  treaty,  as 
evidence  of  its  fairness.  The  title  passes  by  virtue  of  the  deed 
from  the  Indian,  and  not  from  the  United  States,  through  the  ap- 
proval of  its  agents,  as  seemed  to  be  supposed  by  counsel  in  ail- 
ment.   The  whole  title  of  the  United  States  was  parted  with  and 

ested  in  the  Indians,  to  the  extent  of  the  reservations  made  in 
'  the  treaty,  and  became  specific  and  perfect  so  soon  as|  the  Indians 
were  enrolled  and  located.  The  treaty  requires  that  these  titles 
should  not  be  conveyed  by  the  Indians  except  in  the  manner  there 
provided  for.  These  provisions  were  intended  for  the  benefit  and 
protection  of  the  Indians  only. 

Having  thus  shown  that  the  complainants  acquired  an  equitable 
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title  by  virtue  of  the  simple  contract  and  conveyance  firom  the  In- 
dian alone,  it  becomes  important  to  inquire  next  whetlier  that  con- 
veyance subsequently  became  void  and  of  no  effect,  by  reason  of 
the  complainants'  failure  or  inability  to  procure  the  several  certifi- 
cates and  approval  required  by  the  treaty,  which  they  allege  they* 
were  prevented  from  doing  by  the  defendants  fraudulently  substi- 
tuting another  Indian  of  the  same  name  to  their  location.    As  a 
general  nile,  the  conveyance  would  be  void  without  these  formal- 
ities; but  does  the  absence  of  these  certificates  render  the  deed 
void  in  all  instances  and  under  all  circumstances  ?    Do  they  ad- 
mit of  no  possible  excuse,  nor  of  any  conceivable  subslitutiori  ?    I 
cannot  so  regard  them.    The  treaty  merely  sought  to  place  the 
Indian  conveyance  upon  the  same  footing  that  all  other  contracts 
repose  for  their  validity,  viz.  to  show  that  the  parties' were  capable 
of  contracting,  and  that  a  fair  consideration  passed.    These  are 
the  two  great  objects  to  be  advanced  by  the  tests'  required  by  the 
treaty.    It  is  the  purpose  of  the  treaty  to  make  void  those  con- 
veyances only  which  are  attempted  to  be  effected  in  total  disregard 
of  its  requirements,  and  not  those  which  had  been  fairly  obtained 
and  where  the  holders  are  honestly  taking  the  steps  in  compliance 
with  the  treaty,  but  are  suddenly  retarded  in  their  progress  by  ac- 
cident, or  wholly  thwarted  by  fraud.    Any  other  construction 
would  make  the  treaty  subversive  of  its  own  purpose,  by  making 
it  instrumental  in  the  encouragement,  instead  of  the  prevention,  of 
fraud  and  imposition.    Whilst  it  sedulously  guards  the  Indian 
against  fraud,  its  spirit  is  equally  against  permitting  him,  through 
the  unconscious  instrumentality  of  its  agents,  to  practice  firaud 
upon  others. 

Where  individual  rights  vest  under  a  treaty,  its  meaning,  in  ref- 
erence to  them,  is  to  be  ascertained  by  the  same  niles  of  construc- 
tion and  course  of  reasoning  which  we  apply  to  the  interpretation 
of  private  contracts.  It  must  receive  such  construction  as  will 
best  effectuate  the  intention.    See  Yattel  Ch.  17. 

Suppose  that  an  Indian,  entitled  to  a  reservation,  should  make  a 
fall  and  fair  sale  of  it,  and  that,  while  the  purchaser  was  in  the 
coturse  of  completing  his  title  under  the  treaty,  a  third  person,  with 
fall  notice  of  the  first  sale,  should  seduce  the  Indian  into  a  second 
sale,  and,  by  concealment  and  misrepresentation,  added  to  a  supe- 
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rior  race  of  diligence,  should  procure  the  approval  and  completion 
of  his  purchase,  and  thus  forestall  the  first  purchaser  in  his  efforts 
to  comply  with  the  treaty  on  that  subject.  Does  the  spirit  of  the 
treaty  give  its  approving  sanction  to  such  a  transaction?  Does  it 
*  render  the  first  piurchase  void,  because  of  the  inability  of  the  first 
purchaser  to  do  that  which,  by  the  fraud  of  the  second,  he  was 
frustrated  in  and  rendered  unable  to  perform?  And  does  it  so  for- 
tify and  entrench  the  second  purchaser  in  his  position  as  to  render 
imbecile  the  efforts  of  a  court  of  equity  to  apply  its  remedial  jus- 
tice? I  think  not.  Under  such  circumstances,  the  party  having 
a  prior  equitable  claim  would  be  permitted,  in  a  court  of  equity,  to 
show,  by  any  competent  testimony,  the  existence  of  these  facts 
required  by  the  treaty,  viz:  the  capacity  of  the  Indian  and  the 
payment  of  a  fair  consideration,  and  then  the  approval  of  the  pre- 
sident, by  which  the  legal  title,  vested  in  the  second  purchaser, 
should  be  made  to  enure  to  the  benefit  of  the  first 

The  complainants'  bill  alleges  that  the  defendants,  with  full 
knowledge  that  the  land  in  question  had  been  previously  located 
in  the  name  of  their  vendor,  fraudulently  availed  themselves  of 
said  location  by  substituting  a  different  Indian  of  the  same  name. 
Such  a  case  is  not  distinguishable,  in  principle,  fi"om  that  of  a  per- 
son purchasing  the  legal  estate  with  full  notice  of  the  prior  equi- 
table title  of  another,  or  of  a  subsequent  purchaser  having  notice 
of  a  prior  unregistered  conveyance  to  a  third  person.  In  both 
these  cases  courts  of  equity  hold  that  it  would  be  unconscionable 
to  permit  the  second  purchaser  to  retain  the  advantage  which  he 
had  thus  gained.  See  Sugden  on  Vendors,  ch.  16,  sec.  5-10,  ch. 
17,  sec.  12;  2  Mass.  R.  506;  9  John.  R.  457. 

It  has  also  been  held  that  where  a  man  fraudulently  obtains  a 
patent  in  preference  to  one  having  a  prior  equitable  title,  and  this 
is  proved,  a  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction,  and  will  afford  ample 
relief.  Benzeni  v.  Lenoir,  Dev.  Eq.  Rep.  225;  White  v^  Jones,  1 
Wash.  116. 

But  there  is  another  view  in  which  the  complainants  may  be 
relieved  against  the  consequences  of  their  failure  to  complete  their 
title.  The  requirements  of  the  treaty  upon  this  subject  are  in  the 
nature  of  conditions  subsequent.  Without  pretending  to  advert  to 
the  various  distinctions,  upon  the  subject  of  estates  upon  condition, 
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it  maybe  safely  assumed  as  the  rule,  without  qualification,  that 
where  an  estate  is  granted  upon  a  condition  subsequent,  and  that 
condition  becomes  impossible  by  inevitable  accident,  or  the  per- 
formance of  it  is  prevented  by  the  grantor,  in  both  cases  the  estate 
becomes  absolute  and  unconditional.  See  Com.  Dig.  title  Condi-, 
tion,  1,  2,  3,  4;  2  Black.  Com.  156,157;  2Ld.Raym.  1164;  2Atk. ' 
18.  And  so  I  apprehend  the  rule  would  be  as  against  a  third  per- 
son, by  whose  conduct  the  performance  of  the  condition  was  pre- 
vented, and  who  is  seeking  to  avail  himself  of  the  supposed  divesh 
titure  of  title.  • 

Courts  of  equity  never  lend  their  aid  in  the  divesting  of  an  es- 
tate for  even  a  breach  of  a  condition  subsequent,  though  they  will 
often  interfere  to  prevent  such  a  consequence.  See  4  John.  Ch.  R. 
431;  Popham  v.  Bamfield,  1  Vernon. 

I  conclude,  then,  from  this  view  of  the  case-— 

First.  That  the  sale  by  the  Indian  woman,  even  before  her  lo- 
cation was  completed,  gave  the  complainants  an  equitable  title. 

Second.  That  such  title  was  not  forfeited  by  the  failure  of  the 
complainants  to  obtain  the  several  certificates  and  approval  requi- 
red by  the  treaty;  they  having  been  prevented  from  doing  so,  as 
they  allege  in  their  bill,  by  the  fraud  of  the  defendants;  and, 

Third.  That  the  complainants  show  such  a  odise  as  prima  facie 
entitles  them  to  the  relief  sought  by  the  bill. 

But  it  was  insisted  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  that,  ad- 
mitting the  complainants  to  have  obtained  by  their  contract  an 
equitable  claim,  which  would  give  jurisdiction  to  this  court,  yet 
as  tlie  defendants  have  procured  the  title  through  the  agency  of 
the  persons  designated  by  the  treaty,  that  such  acts  amounted  to 
an  adjudication  of  the  title  in  their  favor,  which  is  final  and  con- 
clusive in  its  nature,  not  subject  to  be  overhauled  or  called  in 
question  by  any  tribunal  whatever.  At  the  hearing  of  the  case  I  was 
strongly  inclined  to  the  same  view;  but,  upon  more  reflection  and 
examination,  I  think  it  will  appear  that  the  grounds  upon  which 
the  argument  proceeds  are  not  sustainable.  In  the  first  place,  it 
may  be  well  doubted  whether  the  acts  of  the  several  persons  to 
whose  scrutiny  and  sanction  the  Indian  conveyance  was  subject- 
ed, are  not  purely  ministerial,  partaking  no  more  of  the  character 

16» 
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of  a  judicial  sentence  than  the  certificate  of  a  clerk  or  justice  of  the 
peace  of  the  acknowledgment  of  a  deed. 

But  admitting  these  persons  to  have  acted  judicially,  and  to 
have  possessed  the  highest  attributes  of  a  judicial  tribunal,  it  be- 
comes important  to  inquire,  1st.  What  subjects  were  within  their 
*  jurisdiction?  2nd.  Whether  as  between  the  parties  to  this  cou* 
troversy  any  question  was  adjudicated  which  is  conclusive  upon 
&e  complainants  in  this  court?  The  simple  questions  submitted 
for  the  judgment  and  decision  of  the  agents,  were,  1st.  Whether 
the  Indian  was  competent  to  cpntraet?  and,  2nd.  Whether  he  had 
•been  paid  a  fair  consideration  for  his  land?  The  adjustment  of 
these  inquiries  constituted  the  full  scope  and  purpose  of  their  ju- 
risdiction. They  were  not  erected  into  a  tribunal  to  decide  upon 
conflicting  claims  arising  between  purchasers  from  the  same  Indian 
or  from  different  Indians.  Their  duties  bear  no  resemblance  to  those 
of  Commissioners  that  have  frequently  been  appointed  by  Congress 
with  full  power  and  for  the  express  purpose  of  deciding  finally 
upon  controversies  between  adverse  claimants,  as  in  the  case  re- 
ported in  7th  Wheaton.  This  then  being  the  limit  of  their  juri*- 
diction,  it  is  needless  to  say  they  could  have  decided  no  question 
as  between  the  parties  to  this  controversy.  They  merely  decided 
that  the  defendtots  had  practiced  no  fraud  on  the  Indian,  he  or 
she  being  competent  to  trade,  and  having  received  a  fair  consider- 
ation. They  did  not  decide  that  the  complainants'  purchase  gave 
them  no  title;  or  that  if  it  did,  it  was  not  such  as  would  prevail 
against  the  defendants.  The  claim  of  the  complainants,  from  any 
thing  that  appears  in  the  bill,  was  not  before  them  in  contest  with 
that  of  the  defendants.  No  adjudication  is  conclusive  beyond  the 
matter  decided;  nor  then,  unless  that  matter  was  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  tribunal  making  the  decision. 

This  view  of  the  case  would  be  decisive  of  the  demurrer;  but 
as  the  character  of  the  defendants  is  brought  to  view  by  the  bill, 
and  was  ably  discussed  at  the  hearing,  it  may  be  well  to  advert  to 
it; — it  may  seem  to  guide  the  parties  in  the  future  progress  of  the 
case.  The  defendants  having  the  oldest  deed,  if  it  had  appeared 
fix)m  the  bill  that  their  vendor  is  the  same  under  whom  the  com- 
plainants claim  according  to  the  view  which  I  have  taken  of  the 
case,  I  should  have  had  no  difficulty  in  sustaining  the  demurrer 
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and  dismissing  the  bill;  for  then  the  defendants  would  have  sho4n 
both  a  prior  equity  and  a  legal  title.  The  complainants  allege 
that  the  defendants'  deed  is  void,  because  it  was  in  blank  when  it 
was  signed;  and  was  afterwards  filled  up  with  the  designation  of 
Ihe  land  in  controversy.  The  counsel  have  failed  to  distinguish 
between  the  effect  of  the  signing  and  of  the  delivery  of  a  deed. 
A  deed  takes  effect  by  virtue  of  its  delivery;  and  although  it  may 
have  been  in  blank  when  signed,  yet  if  filled  up  when  delivered,  it 
would  be  valid:  but  even  if  blank  when  delivered,  I  apprehend  that 
objection  could  only  be  made  by  the  grantor  of  the  deed.  It  is 
further  alleged,  that  the  defendants'  deed  is  void  because  there  is 
no  certificate  that  a  fair  consideration  had  been  paid.  I  cannot 
admit  this  conclusion.  The  certificate  of  payment  is  not  required 
to  be  indorsed  upon  the  deed,  and  might  have  been  proven  in  any 
other  way;  and  the  agent  of  the  president  having  given  his  ap- 
proval to  the 'deed,  the  court  is  bound  to  presume  that  he  had  be- 
fore him  the  evidence  of  a  compliance  with  every  thing  which 
authorized  his  approval.  The  act  of  a  public  officer  will  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  rightly  done  until  the  contrary  appears.  The  bill  is 
retained  then  mainly  with  a  view  to  the  question  of  the  alleged 
firaudulent  substitution  of  one  Indian  for  another. 

The  demurrer  is  overruled,  with  leave  to  the  defendants  to  an- 
swer within  sixty  days. 

From  this  opinion  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  High  Court  of 
Errors  and  Appeals,  and  the  following  are  the  briefs  of  counsel 
and  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  that  tribunal,  affirming  the  decree 
of  the  chancellor. 

W.  Y.  Gholson  for  appellants. 

It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  appellants,  Niles  and  Lewis, 
that  the  order  of  the  chancellor  should  be  reversed,  and  that  the 
demurrer  should  be  sustained  and  the  bill  dismissed. 

1 .  The  reservation  granted  to  the  Indian  in  this  case,  must  have 
been  under  the  6th  article  of  the  treaty  between  the  United  States 
and  Chickasaws,  concluded  24th  of  May,  1834,  and  ratified  1st 
July,  1834.  In  the  fourth  article  of  the  same  treaty  seven  Chick- 
asaw chiefs  are  named.    By  the  sixth  article  it  is  made  the  duty 
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of*  those  chiefs  to  make  out  a  list  of  tho  persons  entitled  to  reser- 
vations under  the  sixth  article,  which  is  to  be  filed  with  the  agent 
and  on  his  certificate  of  its  believed  accuracy,  it  is  required  that 
the  register  and  receiver  cause  the  reservations  to  be  located. 

2.  By  the  same  sixth  article,  it  is  expressly  provided,  that  as  to 
the  sale,  lease,  or  disposition  of  their  reserves,  the  reservees  under 
the  sixth  article  are  to  be  subject  to  the  conditions  and  restrictions 
set  forth  in  the  fourth  article  of  the  same  treaty. 

3.  By  the  fourth  article  it  was  recited  that  many  of  the  Chick- 
asaws  were  quite  competent  to  manage  their  own  affairs,  but  that 
some  were  not  capable,  and  might  be  imposed  upon  by  designing 
persons;  to  secure  all,  therefore,  against  fraud  and  imposition  it 
was  agreed,  that  the  reservations  should  not  be  permitted  "to  be 
sold,  leased  or  disposed  of,"  unless  it  appeared  by  the  certificate 
of  at  least  two  of  the  seven  chiefs  named,  that  the  party  was  capa- 
ble to  manage  and  take  care  of  his  or  her  aflFairs.  The  same  fact 
to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  and  information  the  agent  was  also 
required  to  certify,  and  furthermore  that  a  fiiir  consideration  had 
been  paid;  and  thereupon,  the  treaty  provides,  "the  deed  of  con- 
veyance shall  be  valid,  provided,  the  president  of  the  United 
States,  or  such  other  person  as  he  may  designate,  shall  approve 
the  same,  and  indorse  it  on  the  deed;  which  said  deed  and  appro- 
val shall  be  registered  at  the  place,  and  within  the  time  required 
by  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  the  land  may  be  situated,  other- 
wise to  bo  void." 

4.  When  commissioners  or  other  officers  are  appointed  by  treaty 
or  law  to  adjust  and  settle  land  titles,  their  decisions  within  the 
scope  of  their  authority  are  conclusive.  1  Peters,  212;  Strother  v. 
Lucas,  12  Peters,  412;  Wilcox  v,  Jackson,  13  Peters,  511;  New- 
man V.  Doe  ex  dem.  Harris  and  Plummer,  4  Howard,  554. 

6.  The  general  principle  which  has  been  laid  down  and  sup- 
ported by  the  highest  authority  cannot  be  questioned;  the  only 
inquiry  will  be  as  to  its  applicability  to  the  present  case.  Whether 
the  material  facts  set  forth  in  the  bill  must  not  be  considered  as 
having  been  fully  and  properly  adjudicated  and  settled  by  some 
one  of  the  tribunals  constituted  for  that  purpose  by  the  treaty. 

6.  It  is  objected  to  the  deed  held  by  Niles  and  Lewis,  that  it 
was  not  executed  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  treaty, 
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being  dated  before  the  location  and  approval  of  the  location,  and 
the  certificate  of  the  agent  not  showing  that  a  fair  consideration 
had  been  paid,  &c.  By  reference  to  the  4th  article  of  the  treaty, 
it  will  be  seen  that  the  president  of  the  United  States,  or  an  agent 
to  be  by  him  appointed,  is  expressly  authorized  to  determine 
whether  these  deeds  have  been  executed  in  conformity  with  the 
provisions  of  the  treaty.  He  or  his  agent  is  required  to  approve 
of  the  deed  of  conveyance;  and  if  these  words  mean  any  thing 
they  must  certainly  embrace  the  right  to  determine  whether  the 
formalities  required  by  the  treaty  in  relation  to  the  execution  of 
the  deed  have  been  complied  with,  and  whether  the  deed  itself  be 
in  due  form.  It  will  be  seen,  too,  that  the  certificates  of  the 
chiefs  and  Indian  agent  are  not  required  to  be  indorsed  on  the 
deed;  the  approval  of  the  president  or  his  agent  is  required  to  be 
indorsed,  and  the  maxim  ^^expressio  uniu9  est  excluno  alteritu^ 
applies  with  full  force.  Doubtless  the  certificate  of  the  chiefii 
and  Indian  agent  might  be  presented  to  the  president  or  his  agent 
detached  from  the  deed.  They  are  intended  for  his  action  only, 
and  his  approval  of  the  deed  raises  a  conclusive  presumption  that 
every  necessary  requisite  has  been  complied  with.  In  this  case, 
however,  it  is  believed  that  the  deed  held  by  Niles  and  Lewie 
would  bear  the  strictest  scrutiny.  As  to  the  date  of  the  deed, 
that  is  a  matter  clearly  immaterial;  its  operation  must  have  refer- 
ence to  the  time  of  its  approval.  The  certificate  of  the  agent 
refers  to  the  consideration  mentioned  in  the  deed,  and  states  that 
it  is  fair,  and  the  deed  sets  forth  that  the  consideration  has  been 
paid.  The  deed  being  expressly  referred  to  in  the  certificate^ 
they  should  be  taken  tc^ether,  and  being  taken  together  they 
show  not  only  that  the  consideration  was  &ir,  but  that  it  wae 
paid. 

7.  It  is  objected  to  the  deed  held  by  Niles  and  Lewis,  that  it  has 
been  obtained  by  fraud  and  misrepresentations  practiced  on  the 
Indian  agent.  In  one  aspect  of  this  case,  Niles  and  Lewis,  and 
Anderson  and  Orne  were  both  purchasers  from  the  same  Indian. 
Anderson  and  Ome  claim  to  be  the  elder  purchasers,  and  chaige 
that  Niles  and  Lewis  obtained  the  certificates  and  approval  by 
representing  that  there  was  no  conflicting  claim:  being  at  the  time 
conusant  of  the  claim  of  Anderson  and  Ome.    That  there  would 
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be  conflicting  purchasers  from  the  same  Indian,  must  have  been 
foreseen  by  the  framers  of  the  treaty.  To  settle  this  conflict, 
and  determine  which  purcha^r  should  be  entitled  to  the  land, 
must  have  been  a  matter  within  the  authority  of  the  tribunals 
created  by  the  treaty.  As  no  person  could  acquire  a  title  from  the 
Indian  without  obtaining  the  certificates  and  approval  specified  in 
the  treaty,  the  giving  and  delivery  of  those  certificates  and  appro- 
val must  imply  the  previous  decision  of  the  question  who  is  enti- 
tled to  the  land. 

The  series  of  tribimals  created  by  the  treaty  must  be  consid- 
ered as  authorized  to  determine  the  legality  of  every  step  taken, 
up  to  the  perfection  of  the  title. 

Was  the  Indian  defrauded  in  making  the  contract?  The  reci- 
tal in  the  4th  article  shows,  that,  to  guard  against  such  frauds, 
and  to  settle  whether  the  contract  was  fair,  was  the  very  object  of 
giving  the  authority  specified  to  the  chiefs  and  Indian  agent. 
But  the  chiefs  were  liable  to  be  imposed  upon.  To  guard  against 
that,  the  Indian  agent  was  required  to  indorse  their  certificate: 
and  if  the  Indian  agent,  it  is  alleged,  was  liable  to  make  an  im- 
proper decision,  as  in  this  case  it  is  alleged  he  did,  an  appeal  lay 
to  the  president  or  his  agent. 

8.  It  is  objected  to  the  deed  of  Niles  and  Lewis,  that  one  Indian 
was  substituted  for  another,  that  they  obtained  their  deed  from  a 
man,  though  a  woman  was  entitled  to  the  land. 

It  might  be  sufiicient  to  refer  to  the  certificate  annexed  to  the 
deed  of  Niles  and  Lewis,  in  which  the  two  commissioners,  who 
may  be  supposed  to  have  known  the  sex  of  the  grantor  in  the 
deed,  as  well  as  it  can  ever  be  ascertained  by  the  court  of  chan- 
cery, certify  that  Taunacha  "is  capable  to  take  care  and  manage 
her  affairs." 

The  chiefs  and  Indian  agent  were  selected  to  carry  out  the  pro- 
visions of  treaty  on  account  of  their  knowledge  of  the  character, 
capacity  and  persons  of  the  respective  Indians,  and  if  any  one 
matter  could  be  selected  as  being,  more  peculiarly  than  any  other, 
within  the  province  of  the  chiefs  and  Indian  agent  to  decide,  it 
would  be  this  very  question  of  the  identity  of  the  Indian  con- 
veying with  the  Indian  entitled. 

9.  It  is  contended  that  Anderson  and  Orne  have  no  interest 
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whatever,  legel  or  equitable,  in  the  subject  matter  in  controversy, 
which  want  of  interest,  if  it  can  be  shown  to  exist,  presents  an 
insuperable  obstacle  to  the  prosecution  of  their  suit.  Story's  Com. 
on  Equity  Plead.  217,  259,  389.  The  fourth  article  of  the  treaty 
above  referred  to,  is  imperative  that  these  reservations  shall  not 
be  sold,  leased  or  disposed  of,  unless  the  certificate  and  approval 
specified  are  obtained;  and  any  deed  taken  from  an  Indian,  unless 
it  be  approved  and  registered,  is  declared  to  be  void. 

It  has  been  held  in  the  court  below  that  notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  the  treaty  above  referred  to,  it  was  competent  for  an 
Indian,  so  soon  as  his  location  was  made,  to  make  a  valid  contract 
for  the  sale  of  his  reservation,  and  that  a  court  of  equity  might 
enforce  such  contract.  If  it  be  admitted,  as  the  bill  in  this 
case,  and  the  opinion  of  the  court  below  both  admit,  that  the 
certificates  and  approval  are  requisite  to  the  validity  of  the  title, 
what  reason  can  be  given  why  they  are  not  equally  necessary 
to  the  validity  of  any  contract  of  sale?  If  the  treaty  had  used 
the  word  "conveyed,"  instead  of  "sold,  leased,  or  disposed  of,"  the 
decision  must  have  been  the  same,  for  a  contract  of  sale  which 
could  never  be  carried  into  effect,  would  surely  be  held  nugatory 
and  void.  But  the  words  of  the  treaty  leave  no  room  for  impli- 
cation; and  unless  the  court  is  prepared  to  annul  the  positive 
words  of  the  treaty,  it  must  decide  that  the  contract  under  which 
Anderson  and  Orne  claim  is  void. 

10.  If  the  allegations  of  the  bill  be  true,  and  can  now  be 
inquired  into  by  anothef  tribunal,  the  deed  of  Niles  and  Lewis, 
as  to  the  Indian  entitled  to  the  land,  is  absolutely  void.  The 
prayer  of  the  bill  is  that  it  may  be  declared  void,  and  be  delivered 
up  and  cancelled.  The  title  of  Niles  and  Lewis,  then,  according 
to  the  bill  of  complaint,  being  an  absolute  nullity,  there  is  no 
prayer,  and  there  could  be  no  pretext,  to  make  Niles  sind  Lewis 
trustees  of  the  l^al  title  for  the  benefit  of  Anderson  and  Orne. 
It  is  true  that  something  is  said  in  the  bill  as  to  making  Niles  and 
Lewis  trustees  of  the  certificate.    But  that  is  absurd ! 

11.  And  any  effort  to  make  them  trustees  would  be  met  by  the 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Strother  v. 
Lucas,  12  Peters,  412.  The  persons  appointed  under  the  treaty 
decided  that  the  title  to  this  section  of  land  should  pass  to  Niles 
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and  Lewis.  If  the  legality  of  that  decision  cannot  be  enquired 
into,  then  it  has  been  decided  that  the  title  must  enure  to  their 
own  use. 

12.  The  title  of  the  said  Niles  and  Lewis  in  this  case  has  grown 
out  of  the  treaty.  And  whenever  a  right  grows  out  of,  or  is  pro- 
tected by  a  treaty,  it  prevails  against  all  laws  or  decisions  of  the 
courts  of  the  states,  and  whoever  may  have  the  right  under  the 
treaty  is  protected.    3  Dallas,  199;  1  Cond.  99;  12  Pet.  439. 

G.  S.  Yerger  for  appellees. 

1.  It  is  not  necessary,  so  far  as  this  case  is  concerned,  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  complainant  has  a  title  in  fee  or  not,  under  his 
purchase  from  the  Indian.  He  is  in  the  quiet  and  undisturbed 
possession.  He  may  protect  that  possession  by  showing  that  the 
title  of  the  plaintiff  at  law  is  a  forgery,  or  is  void,  and  he  has  in 
equity  a  right  to  enjoin  him  from  proceeding  at  law.  The  bill 
filed  is  to  protect  his  possession  to  get  at  the  evidence,  which 
shows  the  plaintiflF's  title  void. 

The  bill  alleges  that  the  deed  is  in  fact  a  forgery,  that  one  Indi- 
an of  the  same  name  was  substituted  for  another  in  the  deed, 
<fcc.  If  this  be  so,  as  the  fact  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the 
deed,  equity  may  be  resorted  to.  Admitting  that  defendant  in 
possession  has  no  title,  what  right  has  he  to  be  turned  out  of  pos- 
session by  one  who  has  no  title?  His  possessory  interest,  if  no 
other,  will  entitle  him  to  show  this,  and  if  he  cannot  show  it  at 
law,  he  may  come  into  equity.  It  is  said  the  act  of  the  agent  and 
examining  agent  is  conclusive.  They  are  judicial  acts,  fcc.  This 
is  not  so.  If  a  forged  or  void  deed  is  imposed  on  them,  the  right 
of  the  Indian  cannot  thus  be  divested.  Such  a  construction  put 
on  the  4th  and  6th  articles  of  the  treaty  of  1834,  would  be  incon- 
sistent with  all  precedent  or  principle. 

2.  Again.  If  complainant's  deed  {for  want  of  the  certificates 
required  by  the  4th  article  of  the  treaty  is  void;  yet  as  he  entered 
into  possession  under  it,  he  is  quasi  a  tenant  of  the  Indian,  and 
has  a  possessory  right  against  all  the  world,  but  the  Indian.  He 
may  show  that  the  deed  of  defendant  is  void,  to  protect  his  pos- 
sessory title.  By  the  4th  article  of  the  treaty,  the  certificate  of  the 
agent  and  examining  agent  is  necessary  to  give  a  legal  and  valid 
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title.  The  bill  charges  that  these  certificates  were  obtained  by 
fraud,  &c.  which  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer.  If  this  be  so,  the 
deed  is  void  under  the  treaty.  No  title  passed  from  the  Indian 
to  defendants,  and  they  have  no  right  to  possession.  See  author- 
ities cited  in  Mr.  Clayton's  brief.  And  it  is  also  void  because  it 
does  not  certify  consideration  was  had. 

3.  Again.  The  bill  alleges  that  the  deed  was  made  before 
location  and  survey,  and  was  in  blank,  and  was  afterwards  filled 
up.  This  renders  it  void,  and  the  title  still  in  the  Indian,  under 
whom  complainant  holds.  Williams  v.  Crutcher,  decided  this 
term,  and  cases  there  cited. 

4.  But  the  complainant  has  a  valid  equitable  interest.  His 
purchase  vested  him  with  an  inchoate  right,  under  the  treaty,  which 
right  would  become  complete  and  perfect,  when  he  procured  the 
certificates.  The  certificates  were  merely  to  confirm — the  pur- 
chase or  agreement  to  purchase  necessarily  preceded  them.  It  is 
after  the  purchase  is  made,  and  the  consideration  paid,  that  they 
are  to  certify.  If  the  certificates  are  not  procured,  the  right  is  not 
complete,  or  perfect,  and  the  Indian's  right  is  not  divested  until 
they  are  procured  or  ordered  by  a  court  of  equity.  See  4th  arti- 
cle of  the  treaty. 

If,  then,  the  purchase  is  made  from  one  capable,  and  for  a  fiill 
price,  the  party  is  entitled  to  the  certificates — they  cannot' obsti- 
nately  and  arbitrarily  be  withheld.  It  was  not  the  intention 
to  corner  arbitrary  authority  on  the  agent  and  examining 
agent,  and  if  they  improperly  and  wantonly  withheld  the  certifi- 
cates, in  a  case  where  they  ought  to  be  granted,  the  courts  by 
injunction  or  mandamus  would  compel  them.  1  Roper's  L^a- 
cies,  539. 

This  provision  was  intended  to  protect  the  Indian.  The  right 
of  sale  was  intended  to  be  given,  and  it  was  not  contemplated 
that  the  capriciousness  of  the  agent  should  deprive  the  Indian  of 
the  right  to  sell,'  by  withholding  the  necessary  certificates,  in  a 
case  where  the  party  was  capable  of  contracting  and  got  a  fair 
price  for  the  land. 

The  party,  therefore,  who  purchases  has  a  right,  in  a  fidr  caie, 
to  get  the  certificates.  His  right  is  an  equitable  one,  subject  to  be 
defeated  by  refusal  to  give  the  certificates  in  a  case  where  the  law 
Vol.  I.— 17 
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would  justify  the  refusal.  See  Laws,  Instructions,  &c.  part  2d, 
page  214, 124. 

The  party  who  first  purchases  has  therefore  an  interest,  and  if 
another  has  purchased  the  same  after  him  with  a  knowledge  of 
his  purchase,  and  has  falsely  and  fraudulently  imposed  on  the 
agents  and  obtained  the  certificates  by  firaud,  he  has  a  right  to 
apply  to  a  court  of  equity  to  have  them  cancelled,  or  to  have  him 
declared  a  trustee  and  make  him  convey  his  interest  In  case  of 
cancellation,  he  can  then  apply  and  get  the  proper  certificates 
himself  and  if  they  are  refused,  apply  to  the  proper  tribunal  to 
compel  it  to  be  done.  The  view  of  the  chancellor  is  certainly 
correct 

But  surely  if  the  opposers'  title  was  obtained  by  fi>rgery,  or  by 
substituting  one  Indian  for  another  of  the  same  name,  and  &lsely 
procuring  the  certificates,  he  has  such  an  interest  as  to  have  the 
whole  transaction  declared  void,  in  order  that  he  may  complete 
his  own  title  by  procuring  the  necessary  certificates. 

But  it  is  said  the  certificates  are  conclusive.  That  the  agents 
are  judicial  ofiicers.  Suppose  this  be  admitted.  In  what  is  their 
act  conclusive?  It  is  only  conclusive  so  &r  as  they  have  power 
to  act  It  is  then  conclusive  of  the  fact:  1st  That  the  Indian 
was  capable  of  managing  her  sfbirs.  2d.  That  the  money  paid 
was  a  fair  consideration.  3rd.  That  the  deed  when  approved  is 
valid.  But  does  this  divest  any  previous  interest?  Suppose  there 
are  two  deeds  approved  of.  Both  are  valid,  but  which  shall  pre- 
vail? Suppose  her  grants  are  issued.  Both  are  valid,  but  which 
will  hold  the  land?    But  firaud  vitiates  grants,  judgments,  &c. 

But  again.  The  action  of  these  officers  does  not  prejudice  the 
interest  of  other  persons.  Murray  v.  Lewis,  10  Yerger,  116.  The 
case  of  Comyns  v.  Yoss,  1  Peters'  Rep.  and  the  case  of  Stiother 
V,  Lucas,  12  Peters,  does  not  conflict  with,  but  supports  the  prin- 
ciple. Under  the  treaty  the  Indian  has  a  right  to  sell,  provided  he 
had  capacity,  &c.,  and  the  consideration  was  proven  sufficient 
These  were  necessary  only  to  confirm.  If  wrongfully  withheld, 
fhey  would  be  compelled.  It  is  like  a  law  authorizing  an  entry 
to  be  made  in  land,  the  title  however  is  not  perfect  until  confirmed 
by  grant  If  another  in  the  mean  time  obtains  a  grant,  it  is  not 
eonclusive  of  his  ri^t,  but  he  may  be  compelled  to  convey  to  the 
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elder  eaterer,  as  having  the  prior  right  And  the  case  in  12 
Peters,  411,  shows  if  the  transaction  is  tainted  with  fraud,  it  will 
be  set  aside,  &c. 

In  the  case  of  commissioners  of  land  claims,  they  were  consti- 
tuted a  tribunal  to  adjust  all  conflicting  claims.  By  an  act  of  Con- 
gress  all  claims  were  to  be  recorded,  all  were  to  be  laid  before  the 
commissioners,  and  they  to  decide.  It  is  then  like  any  other  judi- 
cial sentence,  conclusive  upon  all  parties  thereto;  and  all  claim- 
ants are  made  parties^  or  may  make  themselves  parties  by  filing 
their  claims,  which,  if  they  do  not,  equally  binds  them.  But  sup- 
pose the  compensation  is  obtained  by  fraud  or  perjury,  will  it 
stand?  The  same  case  decides  it  will  not  See  page  438,  and 
authorities  cited. 

Clayton,  on  the  same  side. 

The  defendants  object,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  complainants 
have  no  title  which  authoriaes  them  to  come  into  a  court  of 
equity.  They  concede  that  an  equitable  title  is  sufficient  for  that 
purpose,  but  deny  that  the  complainants  have  even  an  equitable 
tide.  I  shall  not  attempt  a  definition  which  would  comprehend 
idl  equitable  titles;  it'  is  sufficient  that  an  entry  constitutes  an 
equity.  Cooke's  Rep.  219,  238;  3  Haywood,  66,  68.  So  does  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  lands.  Wood  v.  Griffith,  1  Swanst  66. 
The  complainants  had  purchased  and  ptid  a  large  proportion  of 
the  money  he£ote  the  defendants  bought;  they  had  a  written  eon- 
tract,  such  as  a  court  of  equity  would  enforce  betwe^i  parties 
sui  juris.  They  have  since  paid  the  whole  purchase  money — 
are  in  possession,  and  ask  the  court  to  protect  that  possession.  In 
a  controversy  between  purchasers  from  different  vendors,  neither 
of  (bem  deducing  title  directly  from  the  government,  the  court 
would  entertain  the  bill;  there  is  nothing  in  the  present  case  call- 
ing for  a  different  decision. 

It  is  next  objected,  that  the  court  cannot  vacate  the  deed  of  the 
defendant  upon  the  ground  of  fraud,  although  the  complainants 
may  have  an  equitable  title;  that  the  acts  of  the  agent  and  exam- 
ining agent,  in  passing  upon  the  deed,  are  judicial  acts;  that  they 
are  final  and  omclusive,  and  cannot  be  reviewed  or  affected  by 
this  court    The  principle  thus  laid  down  by  the  counsel  of  the 
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defendants  cannot  be  sustained.  A  court  of  equity  has  the  igh  t 
to  declare  acts  and  instruments  of  every  kind  void  for  fraud, 
even  though  sanctioned  by  the  most  solemn  forms  of  the  law. 
It  may  for  this  cause  avoid  legislative  acts.  4  Har.  &  McHenry, 
6;  jud^fments  of  courts  of  record;  1  John.  Ch.  406;  3  John.  Ch. 
280;  3  Des.  268;  2  Cowen,  139;  Cooper's  Equity,  96;  1  Vesey, 
120;  1  Sch.  <fc  Lef.  356;  Mitford's  Pleading,  84;  1  Monroe,  256; 
3  Monroe,  260;  2  J.  J.  Marshall,  406;  1  Pirtle,  460;  Deeds  or 
Patents;  White  v.  Jones,  1  Wash.  47;  Jackson  v.  Lawton,  10 
John.  23;  Polk's  lessee  v.  Wendall,  2  Tenn.  155;  Bagnell  v. 
Broderick,  13  Peters,  436.  The  exercise  of  this  power  is  all  that 
is  asked  for  on  the  present  occasion.  Moreover,  the  acts  which 
the  defendants  claim  to  be  judicial  have  no  pretensions  to  that 
character.  The  title  of  the  Indians  to  the  lands  which  they  occu- 
py, is  a  right  merely  of  occupancy  or  possession;  they  cannot, 
without  the  assent  of  the  government  convey  a  title  in  fee  simple. 
They  usually  convey  by  treaty,  or  under  the  sanction  of  conrniis- 
sioners  appointed  by  the  treaty  or  by  the  government.  Johnson 
V.  Mcintosh,  8  Wheaton.  They  are  regarded  as  in  a  state  of 
pupilage,  and  the  authority  of  the  public  ofBcers,  who  are  consti- 
tuted their  guardians,  is  necessary  to  a  valid  alienation  of  their 
property.  3  Kent,  3d  ed.  379,  note;  lb.  382.  The  ratification  of 
a  sale  of  his  land  made  by  an  Indian,  by  the  proper  officer,  is 
a  reUnquishment  of  the  title  of  the  government  to  the  purchaser. 
The  Indian  deed,  with  such  confirmation,  operates  as  a  grant  by 
the  government.  Mitchell  v.  United  States,  9  Peters,  756-8-9. 
These  general  principles,  illustrating  the  course  of  the  govern- 
ment towards  the  Indian  tribes  within  its  limits,  are  embodied  in 
the  Chickasaw  treaty.  The  mode  of  conveying  Indian  titles 
under  that  treaty  is,  by  deed,  approved  by  the  Indian  agent,  as  the 
guardian  of  the  Indians,  and  confirmed  by  the  examining  agent, 
so  as  to  pass  and  relinquish  the  title  of  the  government  of  the 
United  States.  In  no  just  sense  does  either  of  these  officers  exert 
judicial  functions  in  the  exercise  of  his  powers.  The  Indian 
deed,  thus  approved,  becomes  precisely  equivalent  to  a  grant, 
invested  with  no  other  sanctity  than  such  as  attaches  to  grants, 
and  liable  to  all  the  objections  which  may  be  urged  against  them. 
There  is  no  doubt  but  that  when  a  grant  is  obtained  by  fraud,  to 
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die  prajudioe  of  the  ligfat  of  another,  a  court  of  equity  may  set  it 
aaida  Jackson  v.  Lawton,  10  John.  23;  Bagnell  v.  Roderick,  13 
Peters,  436;  Starke  v.  Mather,  Walker,  181.  Again:  it  is  said,  if 
the  court  should  think  the  com]dainantB  have  a  right  to  come  into 
equity,  it  should  examine  the  titles — ^that  the  title  of  the  defend- 
ants will  be  found  preferable,  and  that  the  demurrer  should 
therefore  be  sustained.  The  priority  of  title  is  a  matter  which 
cannot  be  considered  on  this  demurrer.  The  only  question  is, 
whether  the  complainants  can  have  the  fraud  alleged  in  the  bill 
investigated;  if  they  can,  the  demurrer  admits  the  fraud,  and  the 
further  question  can  only  arise  upon  the  coming  in  of  the  answer. 
Yet,  if  the  court  should,  at  this  stage  of  the  cause,  be  disposed  to 
weigh  the  titles,  that  of  the  complainants,  it  is  thought,  will  pre- 
ponderate. They  have  the  older  equity,  and  the  possession;  they 
have  a  deed  sufficient  to  pass  the  Indian  title,  but  wanting  the 
sanction  of  the  agent  or  guardian,  and  the  ratification  of  the  ex- 
amining agent,  to  pass  the  title  of  the  government  The  defendr 
ants  say  they  ought  to  prevaO,  because  they  have  the  legal  title, 
and  had  no  notice  of  the  equity  of  the  complainants.  As 
between  conflicting  entries,  the  doctrine  of  notice  is  utterly  dis- 
carded, 13  Peters,  454,  the  subsequent  locator  cannot  be  omsid- 
ered  as  a  purchaser  without  notice.  Taylor  v.  Brown,  6  Gr. 
236.  Whether  they  had  notice  is  therefore  a  matter  of  no  conse- 
quence, according  to  the  decision  of  the  highest  court  Yet  they 
did  have  notice.  Their  deed  was  not  approved  until  February, 
1838.  The  complainants  were  then  in  possession  of  the  land, 
and  that  was  notice  to  the  defendants  of  their  title,  whatever  it 
was.  2  Powell  on  Mortgages,  576,  and  cases  cited.  Allen  v. 
Anthony,  1  Merivale,  282;  Ghesterman  v.  Gardiner,  5  John.  Ch. 
33.  The  equity  of  the  complainants,  if  notice  were  in  question, 
would  therefore  prevail.    2  Powell  on  Mortgages,  452. 

The  bill  charges,  and  the  demurrer  admits,  that  the  Indian  of 
whom  the  defendants  purchased,  was  not  enrolled  or  located  at  the 
time,  and  that  he  never  was  in  &ict  located  upon  the  land  in  con- 
troversy. The  construction  of  the  treaty  by  the  President  and 
the  War  Department,  as  contained  in  their  instructions  to  the 
agent,  of  the  5th  of  February,  1836,  was,  that  sales  made  by  Indi- 
ans before  their  enrobnent  auod  location,  were  wholly  void.    The 
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words  are,. "No  sale  of  any  tract  can  be  made  until  the  president 
shall  have  approved  its  location.''  This  just  principle  is  entirely 
consistent  with  the  established  law  of  the  land.  A  sale  of  land, 
by  one  not  in  possession,  especially  if  there  be  an  adverse  posses- 
sion, is  wholly  void.  Williams  v.  Hogan,  1  Meigs,  187.  4  Kent, 
441.  It  says,  if  the  thing  granted  is  not  in  the  grantor,  no  right 
passes  to  the  grantee;  the  issuing  of  a  grant  is  not  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  a  right  in  the  power  which  issued  it.  New  Orleans  v. 
United  States,  10  Peters,  663.  Now  it  is  clear  that  if  the  Indian 
under  whom  the  defendants  claim  was  never  enrolled  and  located 
upon  the  land  in  question,  he  never  had  right  to  it;  no  title  passed 
to  his  grantees;  the  confirmation  by  the  government  was  a  mere 
relinquishment  of  its  title  to  the  ultimate  dominion  or  fee;  and  if 
the  defendants  had  no  valid  title  before  from  the  Indian,  that  relin- 
quishment could  not  confer  title.  A  confirmation  of  a  void  act  is 
of  no  avail,  and  it  shall  have  no  relation  to  the  prejudice  of 
another.    Comyn's  Dig.  tit.  Confirmation  D.  1,  5.    Lit.  sec.  541. 

The  bill  chaises  expressly,  that  the  Indian  of  whom  the  defend- 
ants purchased  was  never  located  on  the  land  in  controversy;  that 
by  a  fraudulent  substitution  of.  one  Indian  for  another,  they  have 
procured  a  seemingly  legal  title.  If  Xhese  facts  can  be  established 
by  proof,  then  surely  the  defendants'  title  cannot  stand.  If  their 
deed  be  void  through  fraud,  or  for  any  other  reason,  this  court 
has  power  to  order  it  to  be  delivered  up  and  cancelled.  Hamilton 
V,  Cummings,  1  Johns.  Ch.  Rep.  517;  Maize  v.  Gamer,  Martin  & 
Ye^er,  383;  Jeremy's  Equity,  600.  If  this  is  done,  it  leaves  the 
complainants  in  the  enjoyment  of  their  property,  removes  a  cloud 
from  their  title,  and  gives  effect  to  their  contract. 

It  is  therefore  respectfully  submitted  that  the  demurrer  must  be 
overruled. 

The  opinion  of  the  chancellor  briefly  sets  out  the  facts  in  this 
cause.  Case  mainly  depends  on  treaty,  recites  sixth  and  fourth 
articles.  The  various  certificates  intended  to  guard  the  Indians 
against  the  fraud  and  imposition  of  designing  men.  The  ultimate 
title,  the  lands  being  in  the  United  States,  it  was  competent  to  the 
tWD-pewers  to  prescribe  any  mode  of  alienation  to  the  donee. 
"Donor  may  fix  any  condition  to  his  gift  not  against  law."  Re- 
straints upon  rights  of  alienation  between  private  persons  gener- 
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ally  void,  the  restrictions  by  the  treaty  not  within  the  rule. 
They  may  be  regarded  as  conditions  subsequent.  Complainants 
not  having  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  treaty  in  full, 
the  question  arises,  what  title  have  they?  for  they  must  recover 
on  the  strength  of  their  own  title.  That  title  must  depend  in  part 
upon  the  character  of  the  title  of  the  vendor  at  the  time  of  pur- 
chase. Had  the  Indian  then  any  right,  and  could  that  right  be 
sold  before  the  completion  of  the  location?  No  doubt  she  had 
some  right,  and  the  enrolment  and  location  required  by  the  treaty 
merely  serve  to  fix  it  to  specific  boundaries.  Rutherford  v.  Green's, 
heirs,  2  YTheaton  196;  art.  6,  Chick,  treaty.  Second  proposition 
likewise  clear.  A  mere  possibility^  coupled  with  an  interest  in 
real  estate,  may  be  made  the  subject  of  a  contract  which  a  court 
of  equity  will  enforce.  Hobson  v.  Trevor,  2  P.  Wms.  191;  Wright 
V.  Wright,  1  Ves.  jr.  408.  It  may  also  be  devised.  2  Eden,  342; 
2  Dess.  430.  The  Indian  reservation  right  was,  therefore,  before 
location,  the  proper  object  of  bargain  and  sale,  to  the  extent  of 
creating  an  equity  in  favor  of  the  vendee;  and  that  a  subsequent 
location  and  deed,  made  in  accordance  with  such  contract,  and 
carried  through  the  forms  prescribed  by  the  treaty,  would  pass  the 
title  to  the  vendee;  and  that,  as  between  the  parties  themselves, 
and  as  to  third  persons  with  notice,  the  deed  would  relate  back 
to  the  contract  for  purchase.  2  Wheat.  196.  The  acts  required  by 
the  treaty  to  give  validity  to  the  conveyance  of  tlie  Indian  right, 
do  not  precede,  hui/ollow  the  contract  for  purchase.  Sets  out  the 
provisions  of  the  fourth  article  of  the  treaty.  It  will  thus  be  seen 
that  the  Indian  is  not  legally  incapacitated  to  contract  in  the  first 
instance,  for  a  sale  of  the  reservation;  but  in  order  to  its  ratifica- 
tion, it  must  pass  through  the  forms  prescribed  by  the  treaty,  as 
evidence  of  its  fairness.  The  title  passes  by  the  Indian  deed,  and 
not  from  the  United  States  through  the  approval  of  its  agents. 
The  whole  title  of  the  United  States  was  parted  with  and  vested 
in  the  Indians,^to  the  extent  of  the  reservations  made  in  the  treaty, 
and  became  specific  and  perfect  as  soon  as  the  Indians  were  en- 
rolled and  located.  These  provisions  were  intended  for  the  ben- 
efit and  protection  of  the  Indian  alone.  Having  shown  that  the 
complainants  acquired  an  equitable  title  by  the  contract  with,  and 
conveyance  firom  the  Indian,  it  becomes  important  next  to  inquire 
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whether  that  conveyaDce  subsequently  became  void,  by  reaaoa  c{ 
the  complainants'  failure  or  inability  to  procure  the  several  certifi- 
cates, and  approval,  required  by  the  treaty,  which  they  alledge 
they  were  prevented  from  doii^  by  the  fraud  of  the  defendants. 
As  a  generid  rule,  the  conveyance  would  be  void  without  these 
formalities;  but  under  some  circumstances  it  would  be  good.  The 
treaty  merely  sought  to  place  the  Indian  conveyance  upon  the 
same  footing  that  all  other  contracts  repose  on  for  their  validity, 
viz :  to  show  that  the  parties  were  capable  of  contracting,  and  that 
a  &ir  consideration  passed.  These  are  the  two  great  objects  of 
the  treaty.  It  is  the  object  of  the  treaty  oolj  to  make  void  con- 
veyances which  totally  disregard  its  requirements,  and  not  those 
fiurly  obtained,  and  where  the  holders  honestly  endeavor  to  com- 
ply with  the  terms.  Any  other  construction  would  make  it  an 
instrument  of  fraud.  When  individual  rights  vest  under  a  treaty, 
its  meaning  is  to  be  ascertained  by  the  same  rules  which  govern 
private  contracts.  Yattel,  B.  2,  c.  17.  If  an  Indian,  entitled  to  a 
reservation,  sells  to  one  man,  could  he,  while  the  sale  was  pro- 
gressing through  the  treaty  forms,  sell  to  another  who  had  full 
notice  of  the  first  sale  ?  I  think  not  Under  such  circumstances, 
the  first  purchaser,  having  a  prior  equity,  would  be  permitted  to 
show  by  any  competent  testimony,  the  existence  of  the  &cts  re- 
quired by  the  treaty,  viz:  competency  of  the  Indian,  payment  of 
fair  consideration,  and  signature ;  and  the  approval  of  the  Presir 
dent,  by  which  the  legal  title  vested  in  the  second  purchaser, 
would  be  made  to  enure  to  the  benefit  of  the  first.  Such  a  case 
is  not  distinguishable  from  a  purchase  of  the  legal  estate  with 
notice  of  the  prior  equitable  title  of  another,  or  of  a  subsequent 
purchaser  having  notice  of  a  prior  unregistered  conveyance.  9. 
Johns,  163.  10  Johns,  457.  So  where  a  man  fraudulently  obtains 
a  patent,  in  preference  to  one  having  a  prior  equitable  title,  a 
court  of  equity  will  afibrd  relief.  Benzier  v.  Lenoir;  Dev.  Equity 
Rep.  225.  White  v.  Jones,  1  Wash,  116.  Another  view  in  which 
complainants  are  entitled  to  relief.  The  requirements  of  the  treaty 
are  in  the  nature  of  conditions  subsequent.  When  an  estate  is 
granted  upon  a  condition  which  becomes  impossible  by  inevitable 
accident,  or  the  performance  is  prevented  by  the  grantor,  the 
estate  becomes  absolute.    Com.  Dig.  tit  Condition  D.  1,  2,  3,  4. 
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2  Black.  166-7.  2  Lord  Raymcmd,  1164.  2  Atk.  18.  Same  rule 
as  against  a  third  person  whose  conduct  prevented  performance 
of  the  condition.  Courts  of  equity  will  not  interfere  to  divest  an 
estate  for  breach  of  condition  subsequent,  though  they  often  do  to 
prevent  such  a  consequence.    4  Johns.  Gh.  431.    1  Yemon,  83. 

I  conclude :  1st.  That  the  sale  by  the  Indian  woman  gave  the 
complainants  an  equitable  title.  2nd.  That  such  title  was  not  for- 
feited by  the  fidlure  of  the  complainants  to  obtain  the  approval 
required  by  the  treaty,  as  they  were  prevented  by  the  fraud  of 
the  defendants.  3rd.  That  the  complainants  are /?rt ma  yact>  enti- 
tled to  relief. 

It  is  insisted  for  the  defendants,  that  the  act  of  approval  by  the 
agents  is  judicial  in  its  character,  that  it  is  conclusive,  and  cannot 
be  re-examined  in  any  court  The  acts  are  not  judicial,  but  min- 
isterial; just  as  the  acts  of  a  clerk  or  magistrate  in  taking  acknowl- 
edgment of  a  deed.  If  this  is  not  so,  and  the  agents  possess  the 
highest  attributes  of  a  judicial  tribunal,  it  becomes  important  to 
inquire:  1st.  What  subjects  were  withiir their  jurisdiction?  2nd. 
Whether,  as  between  these  parties,  any  question  has  been  adju- 
dicated, which  is  conclusive  against  the  complainants  in  this  court 
The  simple  questions  submitted  to  the  agents,  were:  1st  The 
competency  of  the  Indian.  2nd.  If  a  fair  consideration  had  been 
paid.  This  was  the  fiill  scope  and  purpose  of  their  jurisdiction. 
They  are  not  like  commissioners  appointed  to  decide  fi^ly  upon 
titles.  7  Wheaton.  The  agents  could  not  decide  any  thing  be- 
yond the  two  questions  above  indicated.  The  claim  of  the  com- 
plainants was  not  before  them,  and  there  was  no  controversy 
about  it 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Sharket  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  appellees  exhibited  their  bill  in  chancery  to  enjoin  proceed- 
ings in  a  possessory  action,  instituted  by  the  appellants.  The 
material  allegations  in  the  bill  are,  that  by  treaty  with  the  Chick- 
asaw tribe  of  Indians,  concluded  on  the  24di  of  May,  1834, 
certain  quantities  of  land  were  reserved  to  the  Indians.  That  a 
certain  Indian  woman  was  duly  enrolled  according  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  treaty  as  being  entitled  to  one  section  of  land,  which 
it  is  averred  was  located  for  her,  being  the  land  in  controversy, 
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on  the  6tfa  day  of  October,  1837 ;  and  tfiat  the  complainants,  on 
the  7th  of  the  same  months  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  re* 
servee  for  her  land.  Title  did  not  then  pass,  but  she  gave  a 
power  of  attorney  to  make  a  title,  when  her  location  should  be 
duly  ratified  The  attorney  afterwards  made  a  title,  but  it  was 
never  completed  by  proof  and  registration.  The  Indian  herself 
afterwards  made  a  title,  which  it  is  admitted  is  not  complete  for 
want  of  the  certificate  of  some  of  the  approving  agents ;  but  it  is 
insisted  that  an  equitable  title  passed,  and  that  complainants  are 
entitled  to  protection  against  the  title  of  the  appellants.  Com- 
plainants went  into  possession  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  making 
the  contract,  and  still  hold  possession.  It  is  admitted  in  the  bill 
that  the  respondents  have  a  title,  but  it  is  insisted  that  it  was  ob- 
tained by  fiaud,  and  is  therefore  void.  The  particular  acts  of 
fraud  alledged  are  these:  1st.  That  the  deed  to  appellants  beaia 
date  prior  to  the  location  for  the  Indian,  and  at  a  time  when  she 
had  no  right  to  convey.  2d.  That  the  agent  has  not  certified 
that  the  purchase  money  was  paid  as  required  by  the  treaty.  3d. 
That  the  deed  was  blank  when  signed,  and  not  filled  up  until 
after  the  Indian's  right  had  been  located,  and  after  complainants 
had  purchased,  and  then  it  was  done  by  the  appellants  with  a 
full  knowledge  of  complainants'  purchase.  4th.  That  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  agent  was  obtained  by  fraud  and  misrepresentation,  in 
concealing  firom  the  agent  the  purchase  of  complainants,  and 
misrq>r8senting  the  identity  of  the  Indian  under  whom  they 
claimed,  falsely  representing  that  they  claimed  under  the  woman 
who  had  sold  to  complainants,  when  their  claim  was  derived  from 
an  Indian  man.  This  is  the  outline  of  the  bill,  to  which  respond- 
ents demurred,  and  have  taken  an  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the 
chancier  overruling  the  demurrer. 

Coneddering  the  allegations  in  the  bill  to  be  admitted  by  the 
demurrer,  we  might  easily  dispose  c^  the  case,  so  fiur  as  to  settle 
this  preliminary  controversy,  without  going  into  an  enquiry  into 
the  nature  of  complainants'  title.  Possession  alone  ia  a  protection 
against  a  title  obtained  in  fraud  But  the  nature  of  the  Indian 
title  has  been  discussed  by  counsel  on  both  sides,  and  a  proper 
respect  for  the  aiguments  of  counsel  requires  of  us  at  leasta  brief 
review  of  the  grounds  assumed  in  the  argument. 
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It  is  insisted  that  the  complainants  have  shown  no  tide,  either 
legal  or  equitable,  and  that  without  title  of  some  kind  they  can- 
not invoke  the  aid  of  a  court  of  chancery,  there  being  nothing  to 
give  it  jurisdiction.  To  say  nothing  of  the  conclusion,  we  are  not 
prepared  to  admit  the  premises.  The  6th  article  of  the  treaty 
commences  with  these  words :  ''  Also  reservations  of  a  section  to 
each  shall  be  granted  to  persons  male  and  female,  not  being  heads 
of  fiiniilies,  who  are  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  and  upwards, 
a  list  of  whom,  within  a  reasonable  time,  shall  be  made  out  by 
tfie  seven  persons  herein  before  mentioned,  and  filed  with  the 
agent,  upon  whose  certificate  of  its  believed  accuracy,  the  register 
and  receiver  shall  cause  said  reservations  to  be  located  upon  lands 
fit  for  cultivation,  but  not  to  interfere  with  the  settlement  rights  of 
others."  By  this  language,  a  title  in  fee  passed  to  such  persons  as 
were  above  the  age  of  tw^ty-one.  The  term  ^  reservation"  was 
equivalent  to  an  absolute  grant.  The  title  passed  as  efi^tually  as 
if  a  grant  had  been  executed.  The  same  term  used  in  the  Choc- 
taw treaty,  was  hdd  to  pass  title,  although  it  was  then  provided 
that  a  grant  should  issue.  Newman  v.  Harris  and  Plummer,  4 
Howard,  622.  In  this  ca^,  the  treaty  has  not  contemplated  a 
further  grant,  or  other  evidence  of  title,  showing  conclusively  that 
by  the  terms  used  it  was  intended  that  a  perfect  title  was  thereby 
intended  to  be  secured.  The  Indian  then  under  whom  complain- 
ants claim,  had  in  herself  an  absolute  and  unconditional  title  in 
fee  simple.  The  title  was  conferred  by  the  treaty,  it  was  not 
however  perfect  until  tfie  location  was  made;  location  was 
necessary  to  give  identity.  The  location  it  seems  was  duly 
made  on  the  6th  of  October,  1837,  and  thus  the  title  to  the  land 
in  controversy^was  on  that  day  consummated  by  giving  identity 
to  that  which  was  before  unlocated.  Had  the  Indian  power 
to  convey,  and  has  she  really  conveyed  to  the  complainants, 
even  such  right  as  amounts  to  an  equitable  title?  Under  certain 
restrictions  ^e  certainly  had  a  right  to  convey.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary that  we  should  enquire  how  far  such  restrictions  are  consist- 
ent with  the  character  of  a  fee :  no  doubt  it  was  competent  by 
treaty  stipulation  to  impose  those  restrictions  in  the  present  case. 
It  has  alwa3rs  been  conceded  that  conveyances  by  Indians  could 
only  be  made  according  to  the  conditions  imposed  by  treaty.    It 
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is  not  necessary  in  the  present  case  to  contend  for  an  extension  of 
that  power.  By  the  fourth  article  of  the  treaty,  it  is  provided  that 
the  reservations  made  by  that  treaty  shall  not  be  sold,  leased,  or 
disposed  of,  unless  it  appear  by  the  certificate  of  at  least  two  out 
of  seven  persons  therein  named,  that  the  party  claiming  the  reser- 
vation, is  capable  of  taking  care  of,  and  managing  his  or  her 
aflfairs.  This  capacity  must  also  be  certified  to  by  the  agent,  to 
the  best  of  his  knowledge  or  information,  who  is  also  to  certify 
that  a  fair  consideration  has  been  paid,  in  addition  to  which  the 
deed  of  conveyance  was  to  be  approved  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States  or  his  agent,  and  to  be  recorded  according  to  the 
laws  of  the  state  in  which  the  land  was  situated.  These  were  all 
conditions  to  be  performed  in  order  to  perfect  conveyance  from  the 
Indian. 

It  is  averred  in  the  bill  that  the  Indian  has  made  a  deed,  but 
that  the  requisite  certificates  have  not  been  procured,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  fraud  practiced  by  the  appellants.  The  Indian  then 
had  the  fee,  and  perhaps  strictly  the  certificates  should  have  been 
procured  before  a  sale  or  conveyance,  and  yet  there  is  nothing  in 
the  treaty  which  authorizes  us  on  a  fair  construction,  to  consider 
these  as  conditions  precedent.  Suppose  the  Indian  had  conveyed 
and  after  the  conveyance  the  requisite  certificates  had  been  pro- 
cured, then  of  course  the  title  would  be  perfect.  What  would 
make  it  perfect  ?  Not  the  certificates  alone,  but  first  the  deed  and 
then  the  certificates.  On  procuring  the  certificates,  the  deed 
would  relate  back  to  the  time  of  its  date.  It  is  to  be  inferred  firom 
a  part  of  the  fourth  article,  that  the  certificates  were  mere  requi- 
sites or  links  in  the  chain  of  conveyance,  the  deed  being  the  first 
step  towards  a  complete  title.  This  conclusion  is  justified  by  the 
language  employed.  After  providing  that  two  of  the  seven  per- 
sons named  shall  give  a  certificate  that  the  party  is  capable  of 
managing  his  or  her  afiairs,  and  that  the  agent  shall  also*  certify  to 
the  same  effect,  and  that  a  fair  price  has  been  paid,  it  proceeds  as 
follows :  "and  thereupon  the  deed  of  conveyance  shall  be  valid, 
provided,  the  President  of  the  United  States,  or  such  other  person 
as  he  may  designate,  shall  approve  the  same,  and  endorse  it  onrthe 
deed."  This  language  seems  to  pre-suppose  the  existence  of  the 
deed  before  the  certificates  are  required  to  be  given,  and  that 
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on  the  procurement  of  the  certificates,  the  conveyance  should  be 
complete. 

The  Indian  then  had  a  title  to  the  land,  and  on  the  7th  of  Octo- 
ber, 1837,  she  entered  into  a  contract  to  convey,  and  gave  a  power 
of  attorney  for  that  purpose.  The  attorney  afterwards  conveyed, 
but  the  deed  was  never  properly  proven,  in  consequence  of  which 
defect,  the  Indian  herself  afterwards  conveyed,  and  her  convey- 
ance would  have  been  perfect  with  the  proper  certificates,  which 
the  parties  were  prevented  from  procuring  by  the  fraudulent  acts 
of  the  respondents.  The  first  step  towards  a  perfect  conveyance 
was  performed,  the  subsequent  steps  were  prevented  by  the  re- 
spondents, to  the  prejudice  of  complainants.  The  equitable  title 
is  thus  abundantly  shewn ;  which  I  understand  to  be  a  right  im- 
perfect at  law,  but  which  may  be  perfected  by  the  aid  of  a  court 
of  chancery,  either  by  compelling  parties  to  do  that  which  in  good 
faith  they  are  bound  to  do,  or  by  removing  obstacles  interposed  in 
bad  faith,  to  the  prejudice  of  another.  A  mere  entry  it  seems  has 
been  held  to  constitute  an  equity.  Certainly  a  contract  for  the 
purchase  of  land  does,  when  founded  on  a  sufiicient  consideration, 
and  entered  into  with  the  proper  solenmity.  In  this  case  there 
was  a  contract.  The  title  is  not  a  complete  legal  title,  but  it  can 
be  perfected  by  a  court  of  chancery,  at  least  so  far  as  to  remove 
the  impediments  improperly  interposed. 

But  it  is  further  insisted,  that  the  respective  rights  of  the  par- 
ties have  undergone  a  proper  investigation  by  the  agents  appoint- 
ed for  that  purpose,  who  determined  the  matters  before  them  as 
judicial  officers,  and  that  their  decision  in  favor  of  the  respondents 
is  final  and  conclusive,  and  cannot  be  reviewed  collaterally  by 
any  other  tribunal. 

These  agents  were  not  judicial  officers;  they  were  not  empow- 
ered to  settle  and  determine  the  rights  of  parties,  or  any  right 
whatever.  The  seven  persons  mentioned  in  the  4th  article,  were 
confined  in  their  duty  to  certify  to  a  single  question  of  fact,  to  wit, 
that  the  Indian  who  was  about  to  sell  his  reserve  was  capable  of 
taking  care  of  his  own  affairs;  and  the  Indian  agent  had  only  to 
certify  to  the  additional  fact,  that  a  fair  price  had  been  paid.  These 
certificates  were  mere  preliminaries  to  a  sale,  and  not  even  obliga- 
tory on  any  one,  as  the  President  still  had  the  power  to  approve  or 
Vol.  1—18 
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disapprove  the  sale.  The  agents  were  ministerial  officers ;  but  if 
their  powers  were  judicial  it  would  not  alter  the  case.  Any  act, 
however  solemn,  even  though  it  be  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  com- 
petent jurisdiction,  may  be  set  aside,  if  procured  by  fraud.  1  J.  C. 
Rep.  406 ;  Mitford's  Pleading,  128,  and  note.  Fraud  vitiates 
every  thing  into  which  it  enters.  But  it  is  insisted  that  this  question 
of  fraud  must  have  been  investigated  and  decided  on  by  the  agents. 
The  history  of  the  case  leads  to  no  such  conclusion,  nor  do  the 
certificates  justify  such  inference.  Fraud  in  the  procurement  of 
these  certificates  is  charged  directly  and  circumstantially.  It  was 
fraudulent  to  procure  the  agents'  certificate  imder  a  representation 
that  there  was  no  conflicting  claim,  knowing  that  the  complain- 
ants had  purchased  in  good  faith.  It  was  firaudulent  to  procure  a 
certificate  by  substituting  one  Indian  for  another.  If  the  bill  is 
true,  these  are  questions  which  could  not  have  been  decided  by 
the  proper  agent.  The  very  ground  of  the  charge  is,  that  the 
agent  himself  was  imposed  upon  and  deceived.  This  position  is 
therefore  untenable. 

It  is  firequently  the  case  that  different  modes  of  defence  may  be 
adapted  to  different  parts  of  the  bill,  but  if  it  contain  an  all^^ation 
of  fraud,  it  is  a  general  rule  that  the  allegation  of  fraud  must  be 
denied  by  answer,  whatever  defence  may  be  adopted  as  to  the 
other  parts  of  the  bill ;  because  fraud  gives  jurisdiction  to  the 
court  and  lays  a  foundation  for  relief,  hence  a  general  demurrer  to 
a  bill  containing  such  an  allegation  cannot  be  allowed.  So  if  the 
defendant  should  plead  to  the  bill,  he  must  still  deny  the  fraud  by 
answer  as  well  as  by  averment  in  the  plea.  Mitford's  Pleading, 
239 — ^298.  An  application  of  this  rule  to  the  case  before  us  must 
show  the  impropriety  of  the  demurrer,  so  far  at  least  as  the  alle- 
gation of  fraud  is  to  be  met  by  it.  The  demurrer  admits  that  the 
deed  was  filled  up  long  after  it  was  executed  ;  that  the  certificates 
were  procured  by  fraud  and  misrepresentation ;  that  one  Indian 
was  substituted  for  another ;  and  certainly,  with  such  facts  admit- 
ted, It  oourt  of  chancery  could  not  hesitate  to  entertain  jurisdiction 
and  give  idief.    Decree  affirmed. 
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Leftwich  f).  Orne,  et  al. 

Exoeptioiui  will  not  lie  to  an  aniwer  in  aid  of  a  plea. 

If  a  purchaser  letta  his  claim  in  equity  on  the  fact  of  being  a  bonajidepur^aaer 
without  notice,  he  must  deny  notice  fully,  precisely,  and  positively,  even  though  it 
be  not  charged  on  the  other  side.  He  must  also  deny  all  knowledge  of  Acts  charg* 
ed  from  which  notice  may  be  inftned.    A  general  denial  of  notice  is  not  suffideat. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  case  was  submitted  on  exceptions  to  the  answer  of  the 
defendant  Ome,  and  on  the  sufficiency  of  his  plea,  denying  no- 
tice of  the  complainant's  title. 

Exceptions  will  not  lie  to  an  answer  in  aid  of  a  plea.  1  Smith's 
Pleading,  239-40.  The  facts  alledged  in  the  bill,  to  constitute  no- 
tice are  not  denied  in  the  plea,  but  a  mere  general  denial  of  notice 
is  averred.    This  is  not  sufficient. 

If  a  purchaser  rests  his  claim  in  equity  on  the  &ct  of  being  a 
bona  fidt  purchaser  without  notice,  he  must  deny  notice  fully, 
precisely  and  positively,  even  though  it  be  not  chaiged  on  the 
other  side.  He  must  also  deny  all  knowledge  of  facts  charged, 
from  which  notice  may  be  inferred.  I  find  the  rule  thus  broadly 
and  rigidly  laid  down  in  8th  ,  and  it  seems  to  be  sustained 

by  a  current  of  decisions,  both  English  and  American.  The  rea- 
son why  a  general  denial  of  notice  is  not  sufficient,  where  &ct8 
and  circumstances  are  charged,  from  which  notice  may  be  inferred, 
I  take  to  be,  that  the  party  will  not  be  permitted  to  be  the  judge, 
of  whether  such  &cts  and  circumstances  are  or  are  not  evidence 
of  notice. 

A  rule  so  vague  and  liable  to  abuse,  can  have  no  place  in  judi- 
cial enquiries,  which  are  always  to  be  guided  by  the  highest  attain- 
able certainty. 

It  would  be  to  commit  the  rule  to  the  uncertain  test  of  the 
mere  opinion  of  the  defendant,  as  to  what  amount  of  evidence 
would  conunnnicate  notice. 


208  SUPERIOR  COURT 

Leflwich  v,  Orne,  et  oL 

I  find  the  rule  to  be,  that  where,  as  in  this  case,  the  complain- 
ant  seems  to  have  anticipated  the  form  of  defence,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  displacing  the  bar  set  up  by  the  plea,  states  a  variety 
of  matters  in  his  bill,  which  if  true,  would  be  evidence  to  counter- 
prove  the  allegations  of  the  plea,  it  is  necessary  to  negative  such 
matters,  and  to  support  the  plea  by  answer  as  to  such  facts.  Thus 
the  defendant  Orne,  averring  affirmatively  and  generally  that  he 
had  no  notice  of  the  interest  of  the  complainant  at  the  time  of  his 
purchase,  he  should  by  negative  averments  have  denied  all  the 
matters  stated  in  the  bill,  as  evidence  to  defeat  the  bar  set  up  in 
the  plea.  These  views  are  fully  sustained  by  the  case  of  Bogar< 
dus  V,  Trinity  Ohurch,  in  4th  Paige  178,  where  this  branch  of 
practice  underwent  an  able  and  elaborate  examination,  at  the 
hands  of  both  court  and  counsel. 

The  plea  must  be  overruled. 
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H.  Gridley  t^.  James  A.  Tucker. 

The  coTenants  in  m  deed  are  of  themeelTef,  m  aufficient  confldaimtioa  te  a 
promise. 

Where  a  promiMOfy  note  was  giTon  in  consideTation  of  certain  coTenanIs  in  a 
deed,  which  note  was  transferred  to  a  third  party,  who  recovered  judgment  on 
the  same,  and  the  covenants  in  the  deed  fiiiled  to  be  performed ;  held,  that  tha 
failure  to  perform  the  covenants  of  ihe  deed  was  cot  a  bar  to  a  recovery  on 
the  note,  and  the  court  would  not  injoin  the  ezecntion  on  such  a  judgment. 

A  claim  growing  out  of  a  breach  of  covenant,  does  not  ordinarily  assume  any  thing 
of  the  character  of  a  debt  or  demand  capable  of  being  reduced  to  certainty  by  cal- 
culation, and  therefore  is  not  the  subject  of  set  off. 

The  rule  in  relation  to  executory  contracts  for  the  conveyance  of  lands  ii,  that  if  the 
rendor  feils  to  convey,  according  to  the  terms  of  lus  contract,  the  measure  of  damap 
gee  is  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  breach,  and  not  the  price  fixed  in  the 
contract 

Where  a  contract  is  executed,  and  an  action  is  brought  upon  the  covenant  of  the  deed 
after  eviction,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  purchase  money,  with  interest 

The  facts  of  this  case  are  sufficiently  set  forth  in  the  opinion  of 
the  chancellor. 

George  Winchester  for  complainants. 

Where  a  vendee  seeks  a  specific  performance  for  apart  to  which 
title  can  be  made,  the  court  will  compel  performance.  Waters  v. 
Irwin,  9  Johns.  Rep.  450;  6  Johns.  C.  Rep.  38,  Compensatiim;  6 
Cranch,  276;  9  Cranch  456,  494;  Pratt  ei  al.  v.  Law  and  Camp. 
Evans  et  fix.  v.  Kingberry  et  ux. 

Where  a  purchaser  cannot  get  a  title  to  all  he  contracted  for,  if 
he  can  get  the  substantial  inducement  to  the  contract,  he  may  in- 
sist upon  taking  a  title  to  so  much  as  the  other  party  can  give  a 
good  title  to,  with  a  reasonable  compensation  for  what  the  party 
cannot  convey.    2  Randolph  120. 

Sett  off.    1  Johns.  Ch.  Rep.  91;  14  Johns.  Rep.  63. 

If  a  vendor,  who  is  unable  at  the  time  to  convey,  sue  a  ven* 
dee  for  the  purchase  money,  the  latter  may  have  an  injunction 

18* 
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against  the  former,  to  stay  proceedings,  until  he  is  able  to  convey. 
Fishback  v.  Williams,  3  Bibb,  343;  4  Bibb,  7. 

Chancery  may  grant  an  injunction  to  stay  proceedings  at  law 
until  the  defendant  can  procure  a  grant.  Cooke  220;  Simmons  t;. 
Land,  Walker's  Rep.  159,  and  118, 119. 

J.  T.  McMuRRAN  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  facts  set  forth  by  the  complainant's  bill  are,  that  some  time 
in  the  year  1835,  he  entered  into  a  negotiation  with  the  heirs  of 
the  late  Robert  H.  Adams,  for  the  purchase  of  a  number  of  town 
lots,  in  the  city  of  Natchez; — that  he  purchased  from  the  defend- 
ant, McNeill  and  wife,  the  latter  of  whom  was  one  of  the  heirs  of 
said  Adams,  their  undivided  interest  in  said  lots; — ^that  he  pur- 
chased at  the  same  time  from  McNeill  the  interest  of  Wm.  Adams, 
another  of  the  heirs,  and  who  was  then  a  minor,  McNeill  giving 
to  him  a  bond,  with  a  covenant,  that  he  would  procure  said  Wm. 
Adams,  when  he  became  of  age,  to  execute  to  the  complainant  a 
warrantee  deed  for  his  interest  in  said  lots; — that  he  executed 
various  notes  to  McNeil  as  the  consideration,  as  well  as  for  the  in- 
terest of  McNeil  and  wife,  as  for  that  of  the  said  William  Adams 
in  said  town  lots; — that  among  said  notes  was  one  for  three 
thousand  and  forty  dollars,  which  was  transferred  to  the  defend- 
ant Tucker,  who  instituted  suit  thereon,  and  recovered  a  judgment 
at  law; — that  when  said  Wm.  Adams  became  of  age,  McNeill 
wholly  neglected  and  failed  to  procure  said  William  to  make  a 
deed  for  his  interest  in  said  lots; — that  in  consequence  of  such 
failure,  the  complainant  was  compelled  to  apply  [himself  to  said 
William  for  a  deed  for  his  interest  in  said  lots,  and  had  to  pay  him 
the  sum  of  $2,730  in  order  to  procure  such  conveyance. 

An  injunction  was  granted  in  this  bill  against  Tucker's  judg- 
ment, and  the  bill  prays  that  the  $2,730  so  paid  to  young  Adams  on 
account  of  McNeill's  failure  to  comply  with  his  covenant  may  be 
set  off  against  Tucker^s  judgment. 

The  defendant.  Tucker,  answers  that  he  knows  nodiing  about 
the  facts  charged  in  the  complainant's  bill;— that  he  became  the 
bona  fide  holder  of  the  note  without  any  notice  of  the  considera- 
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tion  for  which  it  was  given,  and  insists  that  McNeill's  failure  to 
comply  with  his  covenant  may  be  set  off"  against  Tucker's  judg- 
ment. 

There  is  one  deposition  taken  in  the  case,  for  the  purpose  of 
proving  the  payment  made  by  the  complainant  to  William  Adams. 
In  this  attitude  the  case  was  submitted  for  final  hearing.  If  the 
complainisnt  is  entitled  to  any  relief  against  the  judgment  of  the 
defendant,  (Tucker,)  based  upon  the  note  given  by  the  complain- 
ant to  McNeill,  it  must  be  either  because  there  has  been  a  failure 
of  the  consideration  for  which  the  note  was  given,  or  because  the 
money"  paid  by  Gridley  to  Wm.  Adams  to  obtain  the  title  which 
McNeill  covenanted  to  procmre,  constitutes  a  proper  subject  of  set- 
off against  Tucker's  judgment.  I  think  a  brief  examination  of 
these  grounds  will  suffice  to  show  that  neither  can  be  sustained. 
The  defendant  McNeill's  covenant  to  procure  a  conveyance  from 
Wm.  Adams,  constituted  the  whole  consideration  for  the  com- 
plainant's notes.  The  complainant  has  then  all  he  contracted  for, 
to  wit,  McNeill's  covenant.  He  did  not  contract  with  him  for  the 
absolute  title  of  young  Adams  to  the  lots;  for  his  contract  shows 
he  knew  the  title  was  in  another.  Covenants  in  a  deed  are  of 
themselves  a  sufficient  consideration  for  a  promise.  7  Mass.  Rep. 
19,  Fowler  v.  Shever.  There  has  not  been,  therefore,  in  legal 
contemplation,  a  failure  of  consideration. 

That  the  set-off  which  the  bill  seeks  to  make  cannot  be  admit- 
ted, I  think  is  equally  clear.  Suppose  the  suit  on  the  note  had 
been  brought  directly  in  the  name  of  McNeill,  instead  of  his  as- 
signee, could  the  rights  of  Gridley  growing  out  of  McNeill's 
breach  of  covenant  have  been  made  the  subject  of  set-off,  either 
at  law  or  in  equity.  Those  rights  would  simply  constitute  an  un- 
liquidated demand  for  pecuniary  damages,  requiring  the  interposi- 
tion of  a  jury  to  liquidate  and  assess  the  amount.  A  claim  grow- 
ing out  of  a  breach  of  covenant  does  not  ordinarily  assume  any 
thing  of  the  character  of  a  debt  or  demand  capable  of  being  redu- 
ced to  certainty  by  calculation.  That  such  a  claim  cannot  be 
made  the  subject  of  a  set-off  at  law,  seems  to  be  well  settled. 
2  John  Rep.  150;  Hepburn  v.  Hoag,  Cm.  C.  613;  2  J.  J.  Marshall 
648.  And  courts  of  chancery  follow  the  rule  of  law  in  this  re- 
spect.    1  Duncan  v.  Lyon,  3  J.  C.  R.  351;  2  Edw.  Ch.  Rep.  731. 
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It  is  true  it  is  but  an  usual  exercise  of  equity  jurisdiction  to  set 
off  one  demand  against  another,  where  the  equity  between  the 
parties  requires  it,  and  where  the  demand  proposed  to  be  set  off 
is  fixed  and  ascertained,  and  may  be  liquidated  by  mere  calcula- 
tion; yet  if  it  be  unliquidated  it  cannot  be  so  set  off,  whatever 
may  be  its  connection  with  the  matter  in  controversy — ^for  the 
court  will  not  first  liquidate  the  matter  and  then  make  the  set  off, 
especially  where  there  is  a  plain  remedy  at  law.  Collins  et  al.  v, 
Farquar,  3  Mon.  Rep.  87.  An  exception  to  this  rule  seems  to  be 
where  one  of  the  parties  to  independent  covenants  becomes  insol- 
vent, so  that  the  remedy  at  law  would  be  fruidess,  or  some  other 
circumstance  rendering  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  indispensably 
necessary  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice.  2  Litt.  Rep.  72;  2  Paige 
681,  Lindsy  v.  Jackson.  In  such  case  it  seems  a  court  of  equity 
would  injoin  a  party  firom  proceeding,  until  the  matter  of  set  off 
could  be  liquidated  and  determined  at  law.  Nettle  v.  Elkins,  2 
McChord's  Ch.  Rep.  184.  If  then  it  appears  that  the  set  off 
which  the  complainant  seeks  to  make,  could  not  have  been  made 
against  the  original  payee,  (McNeill,)  it  would  seem,  a  foriiari, 
it  cannot  be  made  against  the  defendant,  (Tucker,)  who  obtained 
the  note  upon  which  the  judgment  is  founded  in  the  usual  course 
of  trade,  without  notice  of  any  equities  between  the  original 
parties. 

The  right  of  set-off  is  not  an  equity  which  the  original  debtor 
may  at  all  events  assert  against  the  assignee  of  the  debt;  such 
right  does  not  necessarily  attach  to  the  debt,  and  follow  it  into 
whose  soever  hands  it  may  come.  Green  v.  Darling,  3  Mason 
202;  Walcott  v.  Sullivan,  1  Ed.  Ch.  Rep.  403.  The  claim  of 
an  original  debtor  to  a  set  off  against  a  bona  fidt  assignee  of  the 
debt,  should  not  be  &vored,  except  upon  principles  of  strict  right 
or  rules  of  positive  law.  I  am  aware  that  the  statute  of  this  state 
has  extended  the  right  of  set-off  to  the  maker  of  even  commercial 
paper,  beyond  the  limits  of  the  common  law;  but  I  am  not  dis- 
posed to  enlarge  its  application,  and  even  its  ample  folds  do  not 
cover  the  present  case.  The  objection  that  the  complainant's 
claim  of  set-off  consists  in  unliquidated  damages,  is  not  obviated 
by  the  fact  that  the  complainant  was  compell^  to  pay  $2,730  to 
obtain  the  title  from  William  Adams,  which  McNeill  had  cov- 
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enanted  to  obtain  for  him.  This  would  be  to  let  the  complainant 
assess  his  own  damages,  and  fix  the  measure  of  his  own  redress, 
according  to  his  conceptions  of  his  own  rights  and  interests. 
It  is  moreover  liable  to  the  objection  that  it  does  not  constitute  the 
true  legal  criterion  for  fixing  the  quantum  of  damages.  McNeill's 
failure  to  procure  a  deed  of  conveyance  from  young  Adams  when 
he  became  of  age,  was  a  breach  of  his  covenant,  for  which  Gridley 
had  an  immediate  right  of  action  at  law,  and  his  measure  of  dam- 
ages would  have  been  the  value  of  the  town  lot  ut  the  time  of  the 
breach,  and  not  the  price  which  Gridley  was  to  give  McNeill,  nor 
which  he  might  choose  afterwards  to  give  to  young  Adams.  The 
rule  in  relation  to  executory  contracts  for  the  conveyance  of  lands 
is,  that  if  the  vendor  fail  to  convey  according  to  the  terms  of  his 
contract,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  value  of  the  land  at  the 
time  of  the  breach,  and  not  the  price  fixed  in  the  contract.     Hop- 

I  kins  V.  Lee,  6  Wheaton,  109, 118. 

j  I  am  aware  that  there  is  some  diversity  of  opinion  with  respect 

to  this  subject.  A  different  rule  has  been  laid  down  in  Kentucky 
and  some  of  the  other  states;  but  I  consider  the  weight  of  both 
principle  and  authority  is  in  support  of  the  rule  as  declared  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  before  mentioned. 
That  this  is  the  rule  in  relation  to  contracts  for  the  conveyance  of 
personal  property  seems  to  be  generally  conceded ;  and  I  am  un- 
able to  perceive  any  sound  reason  for  the  application  of  the  rule 
in  one  case  and  not  in  the  other.  If  the  rule  were  otherwise,  it 
would  in  many  cases  afford  the  vendor  encouragement  to  profit 
by  an  exercise  of  bad  faith,  whenever  the  land  rose  in  value,  be- 
tween the  dates  of  the  contract  and  the  time  fixed  for  its  execu- 
tion: he  would  only  have  to  refuse  compliance,  and  pocket  with 
impunity  the  enhanced  value.  The  morality  as  well  as  the  law 
of  the  contract  certainly  require  that  it  should  be  discharged  in 
good  faith.  With  respect  to  an  executed  contract  for  land  in  an 
action  upon  the  covenant  of  the  deed  after  eviction,  the  rule  of 
damages  is  different.  There  the  purchase  money  with  interest  is 
the  measure  of  the  vendee's  redress.  The  reason  in  favor  of  the 
distinction  is  obvious:  A  vendor  who  has  executed  his  contract 
in  good  faith  should  not  be  held  accountable  for  more  than  he  re- 
ceived; but  one  who  is  attempting  to  turn  his  own  bad  faith  into 
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pecuniary  advantage  should  be  held  responsible  to  the  extent 
which  a  faithful  performance  of  the  contract  would  have  operated 
in  &vor  of  the  vendee. 

From  this  view  of  the  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  injunction 
should  be  dissolved,  and  the  complainant's  bill  dismissed  at  his 
costs. 
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Hunt  and  Tucker  v.  Booth,  Edwards  and  Hunt. 

A  femme  covert,  claiming  m  eeparate  estate,  cannot  soe  her  husband  by  her  inuiee.  It 
is  a  well  settled  rule  of  pleading,  that  when  the  wife  claims  any  propeity  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  marital  rights  of  the  husband,  she  must  sue  by  her  next  friend. 

In  the  year  1834,  one  Lytle  placed  in  the  possession  of  Thomas  Hunt  a  lot  of  sIstcs, 
with  the  understanding  that  said  sUves  were  to  be  discharged  of  all  claim  on  the  part 
of  Lytle,  if  Hunt  should  pay  him  the  sum  of  eighteen  hundred  and  six  dollara  and 
thirty-four  cents  at  a  certain  time.  Hunt  failed  to  pay  the  money  as  agreed  by  him. 
Lytle  then  conyeyed  the  said  bUtcs,  in  consideration  of  the  above  sum  paid  him  fay 
H.  8.  Morgan  dc  Co.,  to  one  Tucker,  in  tnut,  to  be  sold,  if  necessary,  to  pay  said 
Morgan  dc  Co.  the  money  so  advanced  by  them  to  Lytle,  as  also  the  frirther  sum  of 
one  thousand  dollars  dae  from  said  Hunt  to  said  Morgan  dc  Co.;  but  if  said  Hunt 
paid  said  Morgan  db  Ca  the  several  sums  of  money  mentioned,  then  said  Tucker,  as 
trustee,  was  to  convey  said  slaves  to  Elizabeth  Hunt,  (wife  of  said  Thomas  Hunt,) 
fir  life,  with  a  limitation  over  in  fiivor  of  her  children  by  name.  In  March,  1839, 
Hunt  paid  said  sums  of  money  to  Moigan  dc  Co.  and  obtained  their  release  and  dis- 
charge of  all  claims  under  said  deed.  In  1839  and  '40,  Messrs.  Booth  and  Edwards 
obtained  several  judgments  against  Thomas  Hunt,  and  levied  on  the  said  slaves  as 
the  property  of  Hunt,  to  satisfy  said  judgments.  Hunt's  wife  and  her  trustee.  Tucker, 
filed  a  bill  to  enjoin  the  sale  of  said  slaves,  and  claiming  the  same  as  their  prc^ierty 
under  the  deed  of  trust  Held  by  the  court,  that  Thomas  Hunt's  interest  in  the 
slaves  commenced  from  the  time  he  paid  the  money  for  them,  and  a  resulting  trust 
arose  from  thence  in  his  favor,  which  pre-existing  creditors,  at  least,  have  a  right  to 
make  available  in  the  payment  of  their  debts,  notwithstanding  the  form  of  the  con- 
veyance. 

The  intention  to  create  a  separate  estate  for  the  wife  must  be  clearly  apparent,  in  order 
to  exclude  the  husband  from  the  right  to  personal  property  which  is  given  to  the 
wife.  The  intervention  of  a  trustee  has  never  been  held  to  go  the  length  of  vest- 
ing a  sole  and  separate  use  for  the  wife. 

Infants  who  take  in  remainder  should  be  made  parties  to  a  bill  relating  to  the  remain- 
der property. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  substantive  statements  of  the  complainants'  bill  are,  that 
in  1834  Arch'd  Lytle  placed  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant, 
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Thomas  Hunt,  a  number  of  his  negro  slaves,  with  the  under- 
standing that  they  were  to  be  discharged  of  all  claim,  on  the  part 
of  said  Lytle,  when  Hunt  should  pay  him  the  sum  of  eighteen 

'  hundred  and  six  dollars  and  thirty-four  cents,  being  the  amount 
paid  by  said  Lytle  for  said  negroes;  that  Hunt  failed  to  pay  the 
money  according  to  his  agreement;  that  Lytle,  in  consideration  of 
the  above  sum  of  money  being  paid  to  him  by  H,  S.  Morgan  &  Co. 
conveyed  to  the  complainant,  Tucker,  the  negroes  so  remaining 
in  Hunt's  possession  in  trust,  to  be  sold,  if  necessary,  to  pay  said 
Morgan  ifc  Co.  the  money  so  advanced  by  them  to  Lytle,  as  also 
the  further  siun  of  about  a  thousand  dollars  due  from  said  Hunt 
to  said  Morgan  <fc  Co.;  that  if  Hunt  paid  to  said  Morgan  &  Co. 
the  said  several  sums  of  money,  then  said  Tucker,  as  trustee,  was 
to  convey  the  said  negroes  to  the  complainant,  Elizabeth  Hunt, 
(wife  of  said  Thomas  Hunt,)  for  life,  with  a  limitation  over  in  fa- 
vor of  her  children  by  name.  The  bill  states  that  the  possession 
of  the  negroes  had  remained  with  Mrs.  Hunt  up  to  the  time  of 
filing  the  bill;  that  Thomas  Hunt,  in  March,  1839,  paid  off  said 
debts  mentioned  in  seiid  deed  of  trust  to  said  Morgan  &  Co.  and 
procured  their  release  and  discharge  of  all  claim  under  said  deed; 

.  that  Booth  and  Edwards,  having  severally  obtained  judgments,  in 
1839  and  '40,  against  said  Thomas  Himt,  have  had  executions 
levied  on  the  negroes  so  conveyed  in  said  deed  of  trust. 

These  judgment  creditors  of  Hunt  are  made  parties  defendant, 
and  the  bill  prays  an  injunction  against  the  sale  of  said  negroes 
under  said  executions.  The  case  was  submitted  on  the  general 
demurrer  of  the  defendant,  Edwards. 

•The  first  thing  which  arrested  my  attention  on  opening  the  bill 
was  that  it  presents  the  case  of  a  feme  covert  claiming  separate 
property,  suing  her  husband  *T)y  her  trustee."  I  am  not  aware  of 
any  rule  of  practice  which  would  sanction  a  suit  in  that  form.  It 
is  a  well  settled  rule  of  pleading,  that,  where  the  wife  claims  any 
property  in  opposition  to  the  marital  rights  of  the  husband,  she 
must  sue  by  her  next  friend.  2  Ves.  sen.  452;  Edwards  on  Par- 
ties, 145.  But  as  it  is  doubtful  how  far  this  defect  can  be  noticed 
under  a  general  demurrer,  I  proceed  to  notice  what  the  counsel 
on  either  side  have  considered  the    main  question,  which  in- 
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Yolves  the  validity  of  the  conveyance,  upon  which  the  complain- 
ants found  their  prayer  for  relief— are  the  claims,  which  the  com- 
plainants attempt  to  assert  under  their  bill,  such  as  a  court  of  equi- 
ty will  protect  and  enforce,  as  against  the  bona  fide  creditors  of 
Hont?    I  think  not.    I  cannot  r^ard  the  defendant.  Hunt,  in  any 
other  light  than  as  the  real  purchaser  of  the  negroes,  who  paid  his 
money  for  them,  and  directed  the  conveyance  of  title  to  be  made 
to  Tucker,  in  trust  for  his  wife,  for  life,  with  a  remainder  to  his 
children.    When  the  conveyance  is  divested  of  its  seniority,  it 
presents  the  simple  case  of  one  party  buying  proi)erty,  paying  his 
own  money  for  it,  and  having  the  conveyance  made  to  a  third 
person.    That  this  is  the  true  character  of  the  transaction  is  obvi- 
ous from  the  statements  in  the  bill.    It  is  admitted  that  the  ne- 
groes came  originally  to  the  possession  of  Hunt  from  Ly tie,  under 
an  agreement  that  Hunt  was  to  pay  the  money  which  Lytle  had 
agreed  to  pay  for  them,  and  thus  became  the  purchaser.    This 
purpose  was  afterwards  carried  out  by  the  circuitous  mode  shown 
by  the  conve3rance  mentioned  in  the  complainants'  bill.    At  every 
stage  of  the  transaction  the  purpose  of  making  Himt  the  open  or 
concealed  owner  of  the  negroes,  is  too  palpable  to  escape  observa- 
tion.   Accordmgly  we  find  him,  in  March,  1839,  pajring  off  and 
discharging  the  money  called  for  by  the  deed  of  trust,  taking  re- 
ceipts, &c.    It  was  the  mode  only  of  accomplishing  the  same 
thing  that  was  changed. 

It  appears  from  the  bill  that  Hunt,  at  the  time  of  paying  the 
money  for  the  negroes,  was  indebted  to  the  defendant,  Edwards,  in 
the  claim  upon  which  the  judgment  was  rendered,  which  the  com- 
plainants now  seek  to  enjoin.  Hunt's  interest  in  the  negroes  com- 
menced at  the  time  he  paid  the  money  for  them,  and  a  resulting 
trust  arose  from  thence  in  his  favor,  which  pre-existing  creditors, 
at  least,  have  a  right  to  make  available  in  the  payment  of  their 
debts,  notwithstanding  the  form  of  the  conveyance. 

In  the  case  of  Brown  et  al  v.  McDonald,  1  Hill's  C.  R.  306,  it 
was  held  that,  where  negroes  were  purchased  and  paid  for  by  a 
debtor,  and  the  title  made  to  his  sons,  a  trust  resulted  to  the  debtor 
in  &vor  of  his  creditors,  and  that  the  negroes  were  liable  for  his 
debts. 

Vol.  I.— 19 
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The  case  of  Doyle  et  al.  v.  Sleeper  et  al.  1  Dana's  Rep.  636,  is 
also  a  case  fully  sustaining  the  same  position.  I  do  not,  then, 
think  that  the  complainants  present  such  a  case  as  a  court  of  equi- 
ty  should  protect  and  enforce  against  the  creditors  of  Hunt,  whose 
claim  to  have  his  properly  subjected  to  the  payment  of  their  debt 
arose  anterior  to  the  claim  of  the  complainants,  which,  by  the 
terms  of  the  deed,  could  only  have  had  its  commencement  from 
the  time  of  the  payment  of  the  money  made  by  the  defendant, 
Hunt.  But,  apart  from  this  view  of  the  case,  I  find  nothing  in 
the  deed,  under  which  the  complainants  claim,  which  can  justify 
the  relief  asked  by  their  bill.  The  bill  can  only  be  sustained  up- 
on the  idea  that  the  deed  of  trust  creates  a  separate  estate  in  the 
negro  slaves  for  the  sole  use  of  Mrs.  Hunt;  yet  I  have  sought  in 
vain  for  any  language  in  the  deed  which  could  remotely  sustain 
such  a  construction.  The  terms  of  the  conveyance  are  general 
and  unqualified,  using  no  phrase  incompatible  with  the  most  per- 
fect dominion  over  the  property  by  the  husband.  The  intention 
to  create  a  separate  estate  for  the  wife,  must  be  clearly  apparent, 
in  order  to  exclude  the  husband  from  the  right  to  personal  proper- 
ty which  is  given  to  the  wife.  Palmer  v.  Trevor,  1  Vernon;  Cha- 
neys  Rights  of  Married  Women;  262. 

The  mere  intervention  of  a  trustee  has  never  been  held  to  go  to 
the  length  of  vesting  a  sole  and  separate  use  for  the  wife.  Lum- 
ble  V.  Milnes,  6  Tes.  517. 

And  in  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Clark,  3  Yes.  166,  where  the  inter- 
est of  a  sum  of  money  was  bequeathed  to  the  wife  for  life,  and  no 
language  being  used  showing  an  intention  to  exclude  the  husband 
or  to  create  a  separate  use  to  her  in  the  interest,  it  was  held  to 
vest  in  the  husband's  assignees. 

It  is  clear,  in  this  case,  (even  supposing  the  deed  to  be  valid  for 
any  purpose,)  that  the  interest  intended  to  be  conveyed  to  the  wife 
would,  upon  familiar  principles  of  law,  vest  in  her  husband,  and 
leave  her  without  any  m/^re^/ which  could  enable  her  to  maintain 
a  suit  in  her  own  name  on  account  of  the  property. 

Mrs.  Hunt  has  not  such  an  interest  in  the  property  as  to  enable 
her  to  sue;  ahd  this  objection  goes  to  the  whole  biU.  2  Russell, 
242,244. 
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Bat,  if  the  bill  were  otherwise  sustainable,  it  would  be  found 
defective  on  the  score  of  parties.  The  children,  who  take  in  re- 
mainder, should  haye  been  made  parties  complainants.  1  At- 
kins, 290. 

Let  the  demurrer  be  sustained,  and  the  bill  dismissed  as  to  the 
defendant  Edwards. 
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Ives  and  Newell  v.  Pierson,  Administrator. 

A  purchaser  at  an  administrator's  sale,  who  is  deceived  either  by  the  fraud  or  mistake 
of  the  administrator  in  relation  to  the  subject  matter  of  his  purchase,  is  as  much 
entitled  to  relief  as  if  the  purchase  had  been  made  at  private  sale. 

Where  an  administratoi  sold  land  to  which  his  intestate  had  no  tide ;  held,  that  the  sale 
was  void  and  must  be  set  aside. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  case  was  submitted  on  a  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction. 
There  is  a  failure  of  title  to  at  least  one  section  of  the  land,  ac- 
cording to  the  statements  of  the  bill.  The  portion  of  the  Innd 
claimed  under  the  fourteenth  article  of  the  dancing  rabbit  creek 
treaty  by  Riley's  administrator,  on  account  of  Riley's  children, 
was  not  only  a  matter  in  which  Pierson  as  administrator  had  no 
interest  in,  or  power,  authority  or  control  over,  but  was  equally 
beyond  the  power  and  control  of  the  probate  court,  upon  the  ap- 
plication on  which  the  order  of  sale  was  made.  The  treaty  gives 
the  land  to  the  children,  not  to  the  father.  See  fourteenth  article 
of  the  treaty. 

Although  an  administrator  is  not  required  to  give  a  warranty  of 
the  quality  or  title  to  the  thing  sold  by  him,  yet  this  rule  does  not 
apply  when  he  assumes  the  exercise  of  a  power  which  does  not 
exist,  or  is  not  given  by  law.  In  every  sale  made  by  an  adminis- 
trator there  is  an  implied  covenant  that  he  has  authority  to  sell. 
1  Hill's  Chy.  Rep.  493.  Here  he  had  no  such  authority;  that 
authority  could  not  be  conferred  on  him,  in  his  character  of  ad- 
ministrator, by  the  probate  court,  so  far  as  the  land  of  the  children 
was  concerned.  The  court  could  only  have  granted  that  authority 
upon  application  of  the  guardian,  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the 
statute.  Here  the  administrator  not  only  had  no  power  to  sell, 
but  his  intestate  had  no  title  whatever,  so  far  as  the  section  granted 
by  the  treaty  to  the  children  is  concerned. 

I  conceive  a  purchaser  at  an  administrator's  sale,  who  is  deceived 
in  relation  to  the  subject  matter  of  his  purchase,  through  either 
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the  fraud  or  mistake  of  the  administrator,  as  much  entitled  to  re- 
lief as  if  the  purchase  had  been  made  at  private  sale.  I  know  of 
no  rule  founded  on  considerations  of  public  policy,  no  principle 
of  morality,  nor  any  respectable  adjudication,  which  exempts  such 
sales  from  the  same  measure  of  remedial  justice  which  obtains  in 
all  other  cases  of  mistake,  accident  or  firaiud.  An  administrator 
who  sells  land  as  the  property  of  his  intestate,  knowing  that  he 
had  no  title  whatever,  or  if  Uiere  was  in  fact  no  title  in  his  intes- 
tate, and  he  acted  through  mistake,  in  either  case  the  purchaser 
would  be  equally  entitled  to  relie£  See  Woolford  v.  Phelps,  1 
J.  J.  Marshall,  33. 

Here,  upon  inquiry  being  made  by  the  complainants,  at  the  time 
of  the  sale,  they  were  assured  by  the  administrator  that  the  title 
was  good  as  to  the  two  sections.  The  effect  upon  the  complain- 
ants is  the  same,  whether  this  assurance  proceeded  from  fraud 
or  mistake. 

The  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  must  be  overruled. 

19* 
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Arthur  Moore  v.  William  Caldwell. 

Tha  legality  of  the  election  of  the  trurtees  of  the  sixteenth  section  of  school  lands,  ean. 
not  be  investigated  on  a  bill  in  chancery  charging  their  election  to  be  illegal,  and 
praying  an  injunction  to  prevent  them  from  discharging  their  official  duties.  This 
can  only  be  done  by  an  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  toarranto,  regularly  prose- 
cuted before  the  proper  tribunal. 

The  acts  of  such  trustees  de  facto  are  valid,  and  a  title  given  by  them  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned by  their  successors  in  office  or  any  other  person. 

On  the  12th  day  of  July,  1836,  Arthur  Moore  bought  of  John  P. 
Feme,  James  Scott  and  others,  trustees,  under  the  statute  of  this 
state,  of  the  sixteenth  section  of  township  No.  19,  range  9  east,  in 
the  county  of  Choctaw,  and  executed  to  Daniel  S.  Farrington,  pre- 
sident of  the  board  of  trustees,  several  notes  therefor,  payable  in 
one,  two,  three  and  four  years.  On  the  21st  day  of  August,  1838, 
a  new  board  of  trustees,  to  wit:  William  Caldwell,  Edward  John- 
son, James  A.  Kennedy,  John  Snow  and  Thomas  N.  Davis  came 
into  office  and  took  possession  of  the  notes  of  Arthur  Moore,  given 
for  the  purchase  of  the  sixteenth  section  of  school  lands  to  the  pre- 
vious board  of  trustees. 

The  complainant,  Moore,  charges  that  the  board  of  trustees 
were  not  legally  elected  after  legal  notice;  that  they  did  not  legal- 
ly qualify  or  give  bond  according  to  law,  and  that  their  acts  were 
void;  that  they  could  give  no  title  to  the  land  sold,  and  therefore 
the  consideration  of  the  notes  given  by  Moore  had  failed. 

The  bill  seeks  to  enjoin  perpetually  the  collection  of  these  notes, 
and  prays  that  the  same  may  be  delivered  up  and  cancelled.  In 
support  of  these  allegations  the  complainant  filed  the  following  as 
an  exhibit  to  his  bill: 

^'Be  it  remembered,  that,  at  a  meeting  of  the  board  of  county 
police,  for  the  county  of  Choctaw  and  state  of  Mississippi,  b^un 
aiid  held  in  the  town  of  Greensborough,  on  the  18th  day  of  April, 
1836,  there  was  passed  by  the  board  the  following  order  relative 
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to  the  election  of  trustees  to  dispose  of  the  sixteenth  section  in 
township  19,  of  range  9  east,  in  the  words  following,  to  wit: 

^'Ordered  by  the  court,  that  the  clerk  issue  a  writ  to  John  Snow, 
justice  of  the  peace  in  Choctaw  county,  commanding  him  to  ad- 
Tertise  and  hold  an  election,  in  the  town  of  Greensborough  in  said 
county,  for  the  purpose  of  electing  five  trustees  to  lease  and  dis- 
pose of  the  sixteenth  section  in  township  nineteen  of  range  nine 
oast,  as  the  law  directs  in  such  cases. 

''Be  it  remembered,  that  John  Snow  executed  his  bond  to  Danl 
S.  Farrington,  as  clerk  and  treasurer  of  the  said  board  of  trustees, 
in  the  words  and  figures  following,  to  wit:" 

[Here  follows  a  copy  of  the  bond,  which  is  signed,  sealed,  de- 
livered and  approved,  July  1, 1836.] 

At  a  meeting  of  the  board  of  poUce  of  Choctaw  county,  on  the 
9th  day  of  July,  1838,  the  following  order  was  made: 

''Ordered  by  the  court,  that  William  Caldwell  be  authorized  to 
hold  an  election  in  township  19,  range  9  east,  for  the  purpose  of 
decting  trustees  for  said  township,  after  giving  ten  days  notice  of 
the  time  and  place  of  holding  said  election,  to  be  holden  in  the 
town  of  Greensborough,  on  the  21st  of  this  instant. 

"Be  it  remembered,  that,  at  a  meeting  of  the  board  of  police  fw 
the  county  of  Choctaw  and  state  of  Mississippi,  begun  and  held  in 
the  town  of  Greensborough,  on  the  21st  day  of  August,  A.  D.  1838, 
the  trustees  elected  appeared  and  took  the  oath  of  office,  as  fol- 
lows, to  wit:  William  Caldwell,  Edward  Johnson,  John  Snow, 
James  A.  Kennedy  and  Thomas  N.  Davis,  this  day  came  into  open 
court  and  took  the  necessary  oath  of  office  as  trustees  of  the  16th 
section,  township  19,  range  9  east,  and  also  gave  bond  and  securi- 
ty, conditioned  as  the  law  directs,  in  the  words  following,  to  wit:" 

[Here  follows  a  copy  of  the  bond.] 

Bain  and  McLean  for  complainant. 

The  testimony  in  the  cause  consists  of  the  exhibits  of  the  com- 
plainant, which  fully  sustain  the  material  allegations  in  the  bill 
and  are  not  denied  by  the  defendants,  but,  on  the  contrary,  are 
admitted  by  them. 

These  show  a  want  of  power,  in  the  parties  conveying,  to  make 
title.     Their  authority  was  a  mere  naked  power  under  a  statute,  , 
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and  they  could  do  no  act  of  any  validity  unless  they  come  under 
the  requisitions  of  the  statute.  The  record  (exhibits)  in  the  cause 
shows  that  they  have  not  done  this.  The  record  is  certified  by 
the  proper  officer  to  be  complete;  and  if  it  be,  there  is  certainly 
no  pretence  of  authority  in  the  parties  to  convey,  as  the  trustee  of 
the  sixteenth  section  alluded  to  in  the  bill.  But,  on  the  contrary, 
(the  general  allegations  in  the  answer  to  the  contrary  notwith- 
standing,) i{  is  certainly  evident  that  those  who  sold  to  complain- 
ant were  as  destitute  of  authority  to  do  so  as  any  other  individuals 
in  the  United  States. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  complainant  purchased  part  of  the  sixteenth  section  from 
the  trustees  of  the  township,  and  gave  his  note  for  the  purchase 
money.  He  allies  he  obtained  no  title,  because,  he  says,  the 
trustees  were  not  legally  elected,  there  having  been  some  irr^u- 
larity  in  the  mode  of  conducting  the  elections. 

I  have  heretofore  decided  this  question.  Whether  the  election 
was  or  was  not  conducted  with  all  the  formalities  prescribed  by 
law,  is  a  question  which  cannot  be  investigated  in  this  collateral 
mode.*  That  can  only  be  done  by  an  information  in  the  nature  of 
a  quo  warranto^  regularly  prosecuted  before  the  proper  tribunal. 
They  were  at  least  trustees  defacio^  whether  de  jure  or  not,  and 
their  acts  as  such  will  be  held  valid. 

The  complainant  does  not  pretend  that  he  has  been  disturbed 
in  his  title,  or  that  it  has  in  any  way  been  questioned.  TVho 
could  question  it?  Certainly  no  one  but  the  trustees  who  might 
succeed  those  who  were  the  complainant's  vendors.  Could  they 
question  it?  Certainly  not:  they  would  be  estopped  by  the  deed 
of  their  predecessors,  being  privies  in  law. 

The  bill  must  be  dismissed  at  the  complainant's  cost. 
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One  saiety  hai  an  unquestionable  right  to  atipnlate  for  a  wpaarnte  indemnity  for  Knni- 

■elf,  and  to  apply  that  indemnily  in  eztingnishment  of  his  portion  of  hit  liability* 
An  indemnity  taken  by  one  surety  can  be  reached  by  his  co-soreties  only  where  it  was 

taken  in  fraud  of  them,  or  was  taken  for  their  joint  benefit 
Although  the  rate  at  law  is,  that  a  release  by  the  obligee  of  one  of  two  persons  jointly 

bound,  is  a  release  of  both,  yet  equity  will  not  give  a  release  to  operate  beyond  the 

intention  of  the  parties  and  the  justice  of  the  case. 

On  the  26th  day  of  March,  1837,  William  C.  Kenny,  of  Hohnes 
county,  Mississippi,  purchased  of  Warren  Adams  and  Rohert  P. 
Jackson,  of  the  state  of  Alabama,  who  were  then  partners,  several 
slaves,  for  the  sum  of  four  thousand  three  hundred  dollars — to 
secure  the  payment  of  which,  William  C.  Kenny,  John  M.  Brown, 
David  Thompson  and  John  W.  Bratton  made  two  promissory 
notes,  one  for  the  sum  of  two  thousand  and  ninety-three  dollars, 
payable  to  the  Planters'  Bank  three  months  after  date,  and  the 
other  for  the  sum  of  two  thousand  one  hundred  and  seventy-three 
dollars,  payable  to  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Manchester,  twelve 
months  after  date.  When  the  notes  fell  due,  WilUam  C.  Kenny, 
who  was  the  principal  in  said  notes,  fuled  to  pay  them.  Suit 
was  then  instituted  on  the  notes,  in  the  names  of  the  respective 
banks  to  which  they  were  made  payable,  for  the  use  of  Warren 
Adams,  one  of  the  partners  from  whom  the  slaves  were  purchased; 
and  judgment  was  obtained  against  all  the  parties  to  the  notes,  in 
October,  1838.  Executions  issued  on  these  judgments  respective- 
ly, and  forthcoming  bonds  were  executed  according  to  the  statute 
of  this  state,  which  were  forfeited,  and  execution  issued  on  the 
forfeiture  of  the  bonds  against  all  the  parties  to  the  same.  Before 
these  last  executions  were  satisfied,  William  C.  Kenny,  the  princi- 
pal debtor  in  the  said  notes,  delivered  to  John  M.  Brown,  one  of 
the  sureties  on  said  notes,  several  promissory  notes  made  by  John 
D.  Wyatt  and  payable  to  L.  S.  Wade,  amoimting  to  the  sum  of 
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thirty-one  hundred  and  sixty-five  doDais,  for  the  purpose  of  secur- 
ing die  said  Brown  against  his  liability  as  one  of  the  makers  of 
said  promissory  notes. 

On  the  13th  of  July,  1839,  Warren  Adams,  the  usee  in  the  said 
executions,  received  from  Brown  the  said  promissory  notes  deliv- 
ered to  him  by  Kenny,  agreeiog  to  credit  each  execution  with  the 
sum  of  seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  and  released  said  Brown 
and  John  F.  Crawford,  one  of  the  sureties  on  the  forthcoming 
bonds,  from  their  liability  to  pay  said  executions.  After  this  re- 
lease, the  plaintifi*  levied  his  executions  on  a  house  and  lot  of 
John  W.  Bratton,  one  of  the  sureties  who  had  not  been  released. 
The  complainants  then  filed  this  bill  in  chancery,  charging  that 
the  release  of  Brown  and  Crawford  operated  in  law  as  a  release  of 
all  the  parties,  and  praying  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  sherifiT 
firom  selling  the  house  and  lot  so  levied  on.  An  injunction  was 
granted  by  a  judge  of  the  circuit  court,  on  the  26th  of  July,  1839, 
and  at  the  December  term,  1839,  of  this  court,  the  defendants 
filed  their  general  demurrer  to  the  bill. 

Pitch  for  the  demurrer. 

I  indist  upon  the  above  state  of  facts,  which  are  admitted  by  the 
demurrer,  that  the  complainants  are  not  entitled  to  relief  The 
first  charge  in  the  bill,  after  stating  the  bonding  of  the  executions 
by  Brown,  Bratton  and  Thompson,  who  were  joint  drawers  of  the 
notes  with  Kenny,  is,  that  Kenny  placed  in  the  hands  of  Brown 
the  notes  on  Wyatt,  for  the  purpose  of  indemnifying  and  securing 
him  (Brown)  from  his  liability  on  account  of  said  notes  and  bonds. 
Now,  I  insist  that  Kenny  had  a  right  to  secure  Brown  against  his 
liability  in  any  way  that  he  could,  either  by  the  payment  of  mo- 
ney or  of  goods,  or  the  transfer  of  securities,  or  in  any  ojher  way. 
The  case  would  have  been  entirely  different  if  the  bill  had  charg- 
ed that  the  notes  of  Wyatt  had  been  placed  in  Brown's  hands  for 
the  purpose  of  being  appropriated  to  the  payment  and  discharge 
of  the  judgments,  and  that  Adams,  with  a  knowledge  of  the  facts^ 
had  combined  with  Brown,  and  had  appropriated  them  in  dis- 
charge of  Brown  alone;  but  the  bill  expressly  n^atives  any  such 
inference;  it  expressly  states  that  Kenny  gave  the  notes  to  Brown 
to  secure  him  alone.    The  bill  does  not  even  charge  that  Adams 
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had  notice  that  Brown  had  obtained  the  notes  from  Kenny;  nor 
is  there  any  thing  in  the  bill  that  shows  that  Adams  had  any 
knowledge  how  or  in  what  way  Brown  obtained  said  notes.  A 
debtor  may  lawfully  prefer  one  creditor  to  another.  Wilkes  and 
Fountain  v.  Ferris,  sheriff,  5  John.  R.  336. 

The  bill  goes  on  and  charges  that  Brown  agreed  with  Adams 
to  let  him  have  Wyatt's  notes  for  the  sum  of  fifteen  hundred 
dollars,  and  that  the  two  judgments  were  to  be  credited  with 
the  sum  of  seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  each,  and  that 
in  consideration  thereof  Adams  released  Brown  and  Crawford, 
who  was  the  security  of  Brown  on  the  forthcoming  bonds;  and 
the  release  is  made  a  part  of  the  bill,  by  reference  to  which  it 
will  be  seen  that  Wyatt  held  an  agreement  by  which  he  was  at 
liberty  to  pay  two  negro  women  in  discharge  of  said  notes,  and 
that  the  amount  fifteen  hundred  dollars  that  Adams  gave  for 
Wyatt's  notes  was  a  full  and  fair  consideration  for  them,  and  in 
fact  more  than  the  value  of  the  two  women.  The  bill  makes  no 
charge  that  the  notes  were  worth  more  than  the  sum  of  fifteen 
hundred  dollars,  and  from  the  exhibit,  which  is  made  a  part  of  the 
bill,  it  is  clear  that  that  was  their  full  value. 

The  exhibit  further  shows  that  Brown,  Bratton  and  Fisher,  in 
giving  the  forthcoming  bonds,  were  considered  each  as  giving 
their  own  security,  and  that  Crawford  was  considered  as  the  sep- 
arate security  of  Brown,  therefore  Brown  was  under  obligation  to 
protect  him  from  any  loss.  Each  of  the  parties  were  bound  for 
the  pajrment  of  one  third  of  the  judgments,  and  the  fifteen  hun- 
dred dollars,  and  the  fifteen  hundred  dollars  amounted  to  the  one 
third  of  both  judgments.  This  transaction  can  be  viewed  in  no 
other  light  than  as  a  payment  by  Brown  of  his  portion*  of  the 
debt  It  was  the  evident  intention  of  parties  at  the  time,  and  the 
court  will  so  construe  it.  2  John.  Rep.  Harrison  v.  Close  &,  Wil- 
cox, 449,  and  authorities  there  cited. 

But  it  will  be  contended  that  this  instrument  operates  a  release, 
and  that  a  release  of  one  joint  debtor  is  a  release  of  all.  That 
position  is  true  in  some  cases,  but  I  contend  that  the  receipt  given 
in  this  case  does  not  amount  to  a  release.  A  judgment  or  debt  of 
record  can  only  be  released  by  matter  of  as  high  a  nature.  This 
instrument  is  but  a  mere  receipt,  and  can  be  regarded  as  nothing 
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more.  It  is  not  even  under  seal.  On  this  point  see  Tomlin's 
Law  Dictionary,  324;  Coke  Lit.  264,  b;  1  Roll  Rep.  43;  2  Leon 
76,  213;  2  Roll  Abr.  408;  2  Sand.  Rep.  48;  Moor  673,  787.  See 
the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Seymour  v.  Mintuxn,  17  John.  Rep. 
174;  Jackson  v.  Stackhouse,  1  Cowen  122. 

William  Yerger,  contra. 

We  contend  that  the  demurrer  should  be  overruled,  because  by 
the  rules  of  equity, 

1.  Where  one  surety  receives  indemnity  from  the  principal,  he 
takes  it  for  the  benefit  of  all,  and  each  has  a  right  to  it  2  Whar- 
ton's Dig.  533,  tit.  B.  sec.  17;  Agnew  v.  Bell,  4  Watts'  R.  33. 

2.  Where  two  are  jointly  bound  in  a  bond,  a  release  of  one 
is  a  release  of  the  other.    Lord  Raymond's  R.  420. 

3.  It  is  contended  that  this  is  not  a  release.  We  admit  that  it 
is  not  such  an  instrument  as  could  have  been  pleaded  at  law  as  a 
release;  but  it  is  an  agreement  made  upon  good  consideration,  to 
dischaige  one  of  two  joint  debtors,  and  although  Kenny  could 
not  have  pleaded  it  at  law,  yet  in  equity  it  would  have  availed 
him,  and  he  could  prevent  Adams  attempting  to  enforce  the 
claim  against  him.  See  2  Swanston,  639;  Hankstraw  v.  Perkins, 
Theobald  on  Principal  and  Surety,  115,  in  1  volume  of  Law 
Library  68. 

This  being  the  case,  as  Adams  had  disabled  himself  from  pro- 
ceeding against  Brown  directly,  he  has  also  disabled  himself  from 
proceeding  against  complainants;  because,  if  he  should  make 
his  money  out  of  complainants,  they  could  immediately  pro- 
ceed against  Brown,  which  would  thus  enable  Adams  to  do 
that  by  means  of  complainants,  indirectly,  which  he  could  not 
do  directly,  which  would  be  in  bad  faith  to  Brown.  Theobald 
P.  and  S.  181. 

The  Chancellor. 

One  surety  has  an  unquestionable  right  to  stipulate  for  a  sepa« 
rate  indemnity  to  himself,  and  to  apply  that  indemnity  in  extin- 
guishment of  his  portion  of  his  liability;  and  an  indemnity  taken 
by  one  surety  can  be  reached  by  his  co-sureties  only  where  it 
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was  t^em  in  fraud-  of  them,  or  was  taken  for  their  joint  benefit 
4  Hawk.  358. 

The  note  here  being  applied  in  part  extinguishment  of  the  lia- 
bility of  the  complainants,  they  certainly  hare  no  right  to  com* 
plain.  This  is  not  a  strict,  technical  release,  but  even  if  it  were» 
although  the  rule  at  law  is,  that  a  relea^  by  the  obligee  of  one 
g[  two  persons  jointly  bound,  is  a  release  of  both,  yet  equity 
will  not  give  a  release  to  operate  beyond  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties, and  the  justice  of  the  case.  Gill  &  John.  314;  6  John.  Ch. 
Rep.  242. 

This  rule  seems  to  be  sustained  by  Pothier  on  Obligations,  who 
lays  it  down  that  a  release  by  a  creditor  of  one  of  several  joint 
debtors,  would  release  the  others,  if  the  creditor  meant  thereby  to 
extinguish  the  debt,  but  not  if  the  creditor  meant  to  reserve  his 
rights  against  the  other  co-debtors  for  their  proportion. 

But  I  apprehend  that  the  release  to  Brown  in  this  case  cannot 
prejudice  any  rights  to  contribution  which  the  complaincknt  may 
have  against  him  for  any  excess  paid  by  them  over  and  above 
their  proportion  of  the  debt.  If  this  position  be  true,  it  would 
seem  to  follow  that  a  release  or  discharge  of  one  of  several  sureties 
would  not  operate  as  a  discharge  of  them  all.  In  6  Yes.  806, 
'  Lord  Eldon  held  that  a  discharge  of  one  surety  did  not  dischaige 
the  other  sureties,  and  that  as  each  surety  was  bound  to  contribute 
his  share  towards  the  general  payment,  no  one  could  recover  over 
against  another  who  had  been  discharged,  imless  for  the  excess 
paid  by  him  beyond  his  due  proportion.  The  creditor  might, 
therefore,  as  was  done  in  this  case,  accept  a  composition  from  one 
surety,  and  still  proceed  against  another  to  recover  his  fiill  pro- 
portion of  the  original  debt,  without  deducting  the  composition 
paid,  if  it  did  not  exceed  the  proportion  for  which  such  surety 
was  originally  bound.  I  am  aware  that  Mr.  Theobald,  in  his 
treatise  upon  Principal  and  Surety,  questions  the  accuracy  of  this 
decision,  and  supposes  it  to  have  been  misreported;  but  Judge 
Story,  1  vol.  478,  in  a  note  to  his  treatise  on  Equity,  remarks 
that  he  sees  no  reason  to  question  either  the  accuracy  of  the 
report  or  the  soundness  of  the  doctrine ;  and  in  that  remark  I 
fully  concur. 

There  are  three  sureties  in  this  case.  The  notes  amounted 
Vol.  L— 20. 
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originally  to  four  thousand  one  hundred  dollars.  Bro\^  paid 
one  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  at  the  time  of  his  discharge, 
which  it  would  seem  was  ahout  his  proportion  of  the  princi- 
pal and  interest  due  up  to  that  time,  and  this  is  all  the  com- 
plainants would  have  a  right  to  hold  him  liable  for,  under  any 
circumstances. 
The  demurrer  must  be  sustained,  and  the  bill  dismissed. 


^ 
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Whitton  and  Hulbert  et  al.  v.  James  H.  Smith  ei  al.      ^^ 


A  Mle  or  aMignment  by  one  partner  of  all  hb  intereet  in  the  partnenihip  property, 

operates,  ip9o  facto,  a  diaiolution  of  the  partoerihip;  and  this,  too,  althoogh  it  may 

be  stipolated  in  the  articlea  of  partneiahip  that  it  ahoold  continue  for  a  qwdfied  term 

of  years. 
The  partner  has  the  right  to  sell  the  whole  partnership  property,  if  the  sale  be  free  ficom 

fraud  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser;  and  such  a  Mle  terminates  the  partnerahip 

relatioiL 
Where  one  of  two  partners  in  merchandise  sold  out  the  entire  stock  and  invested  the 

proceeds  in  land— held,  that  this  dissolTcd  the  partnerahip  and  created  b,  joint  tenmuy 

between  the  former  partners  in  the  lands  so  purchased. 
Where  a  deed  has  been  once  duly  executed  and  deliTered,  a  subsequent  surrender 

and  destruction  of  it  cannot  dlYsst  the  estate  of  the  grantee,  which  passed  by  that 


Where  A  and  B  held  lands  in  joint  tenancy,  and  A  surrendered  the  deed  to  the  original 
grantor,  and  suffered  the  original  grantor  to  convey  the  same  land  in  trust  to  a  third 
party,  for  the  use  of  A  and  B  and  certam  of  their  creditors— held,  that  the  whole 
truisaction  was  Toid. 

The  bill  states  that  on  the  1st  day  of  August,  in  the  year  1835, 
Whitton  and  Hulbert  entered  into  a  co-partnership  in  the  business 
of  merchandise,  to  continue  six  years.  Whitton  agreed  to  furnish 
goods  or  money  to  an  amount  not  less  than  two  thousand  dollars 
nor  more  than  four  thousand  dollars.  Whitton  was  also  to  buy 
goods,  and  to  be  allowed  five  per  cent,  on  the  amount.  Hulbert 
was  to  take  chaige  of  the  business,  and,  for  the  first  year,  was  to 
receive  the  sum  of  three  hundred  dollars,  and  for  every  succeed- 
ing year  he  was  to  receive  the  sum  of  not  less  than  three  hundred 
dollars  nor  more  than  eight  hundred  dollars,  as  should  be  agreed 
upon.  The  funds  furnished  by  Whitton  were  to  remain  his  pro- 
perty. At  the  end  of  the  partnership,  the  parties  were  to  divide 
the  profits  and  share  the  losses  between  ihem,  and  neither  party 
to  sell  or  assign  his  share  or  interest  in  the  concern  without  the 
coDjBent  of  the  other.    Whitton  advanced,  in  pursuance  of  this 
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agreement,  about  eight  thousand  dollars,  and  a  mercantile  house 
was  established  at  Columbus,  and  continued  until  the  fall  of  1837. 
A  large  amount  of  goods,  amounting  to  about  fifty-one  thousand 
dollars,  was  bought,  which  Whitton  has  paid  for.    In  the  fall  of 

1837,  Hulbert  became  sick  and  unable  to  attend  to  business,  and 
sold  the  entire  stock  of  goods  and  store  house  in  Columbus  to 
James  H.  Smith,  for  the  sum  of  thirty-one  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred and  fifteen  dollars,  that  being  the  estimated  price  of  the 
goods,  and  which  Smith  was  to  pay  for  in  lands,  at  four  dollars 
per  acre,  to  be  selected  by  Whitton  and  Hulbert  out  of  ten  thou- 
sand acres  of  land,  then  owned  by  Smith,  in  the  late  Choctaw 
nation;  and  Smith,  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  contract  on 
his  part,  executed  a  bond,  binding  himself  to  convey  to  them,  by 
deed,  the  lands  they  might  select.  The  store  house  was  valued 
at  five  thousand  dollars — the  remainder  of  the  sum  which  Smith 
agreed  to  pay — and  for  it  Smith  was  to  give  two  himdred  and 
forty  acres  of  land,  and  discharge  all  outstanding  liabilities  on 
said  store  house  against  Whitton  and  Hulbert.    In  the  spring  of 

1838,  Smith  conveyed  two  hundred  and  forty  acres  of  land  tx> 
Whitton,  and  adjusted  the  balance  of  the  five  thousand  dollars. 
Hulbert,  after  the  making  of  said  contract,  continued  sick  and  un- 
able to  attend  to  any  business,  and,  from  excessive  use  of  spirits, 
was  attacked  with  mania  apotu.  In  the  month  of  September, 
1837,  one  Butterworth  returned  from  New  York,  and  brought 
with  him,  for  collection,  notes  made  by  Whitton  and  Hulbert  to 
Brewster,  Solomons  &  Co.  for  thirty-three  hundred  and  three  dol- 
lars and  eighty-eight  cents;  three  notes  to  Doremus,  Suydam  and 
Nixon,  amounting  to  one  thousand  and  sixty-eight  dollars  and 
forty-three  cents;  and  one  note  to  Swords  <fc  Co.  for  eight  hun- 
dred and  fifty  dollars  and  six  cents.  Butterworth  applied  to  Hul- 
bert for  an  adjustment,  and  it  was  finally  agreed  that  he  should 
execute  a  deed  of  trust  upon  the  land  bought  of  Smith,  as  soon  as 
the  same  should  be  selected  and  a  conveyance  procured.  Hulbert 
was  then  intoxicated  and  unfit  to  do  business,  and  had  never  ex- 
amined or  selected  the  land.  About  this  time  Butterworth  indu- 
ced Hulbert  to  agree  that  Smith  should  convey  all  the  lands,  for 
which  he  had  bought  the  goods,  directly  to  Butterworth;  and  But- 
terworth promised  to  execute  a  deed  declaring  a  trust  in  favor  of 
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Whitton  and  Hulbert,  and  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  debts  be- 
fore mentioned,  representing  that  such  a  state  of  things  would  not 
prejudice  the  rights  of  Whitton,  and  that  it  would  be  just  the  same 
as  if  Smith  was  to  convey  to  Whitton  and  Hulbert. 

Hulbert  trusting  to  these  representations,  permitted  Smith  to 
make  a  deed  to  Butterworth  (m  the  16th  of  October,  1837.  Whit- 
ton was  at  this  time  in  Massachusetts,  and  had  no  knowledge  of 
such  a  conveyance.  By  the  partnership  articles  the  right  to  the 
land  and  benefits  accruing  vested  in  Whitton.  Smith  and  But- 
terworth knew  or  ought  to  have  known  of  Whitton's  rights,  and 
Whitton  was  ignorant  of  the  mental  situation  of  Hulbert,  and 
the  contract  aforesaid  was  made  without  consulting  Whitton.  The 
bill  charges  that  the  deed  is  void,  and  was  obtained  by  fraud  from 
Hulbert,  who  had  no  power  to  make  such  an  arrangement.  That 
the  rights  of  Whitton  have  been  greatly  prejudiced,  as  Butterworth 
never  examined  the  lands,  and  the  lands  conveyed  were  of  less 
value  than  others,  which  might  have  been  selected.  That  Smith, 
when  he  made  the  conveyance  aforesaid,  obtained  his  title  bonds 
from  Hulbert,  and  that  Smith  refuses  to  permit  Whitton  and  Hul- 
bert to  examine  said  10,000  acres,  and  to  make  a  selection.  That 
at  the  time  the  conveyance  aforesaid  was  made,  Hulbert  was  de- 
ranged and  incapable  of  assenting  to  such  an  arrangement  That 
upon  the  17th  day  of  October,  1837,  Butterworth  executed  a  deed 
declaring  a  trust  in  favor  of  Whitton  and  Hulbert,  and  to  secure 
the  payment  of  the  debts  mentioned  in  said  deed ;  that  said  de- 
claration was  made  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  Whitton. 
That  the  deed  of  trust  made  by  Butterworth,  was  made  in  fraud  of 
Whitton's  rights,  and  is  void;  but  that  Butterworth  unless  restrain- 
ed will  proceed  to  sell  under  the  deed.  That  about  the  15th  of 
December,  1837,  Whitton  arrived  at  Columbus;  that  he  found  Hul- 
bert deranged  as  aforesaid,  had  him  taken  care  of,  and  partly  re- 
stored to  health,  so  much  so  as  to  render  him  capable  of  execut- 
ing a  power  of  attorney,  to  execute  and  deliver  in  his  name  any 
deed  of  conveyance  for  any  lands  which  might  have  been  or  was 
owned  by  Whitton  and  Hulbert,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the 
debts  which  Whitton  and  Hulbert  owed.  That  Whitton  in  his 
own  and  Hulbert's  name,  executed  a  deed  of  tnist  to  Adolphus  G. 

20* 
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Weir,  as  trustee  to  secure  certain  debts  mentioned  in  the  deed. 
That  in  making  this  deed,  they  classed  and  preferred  their  credi- 
tors, as  they  had  a  right  to  do,  &c.  The  bill  prays  for  a  cancel- 
lation of  the  deed  from  Smith  to  Butterworth,  and  of  Butter- 
worth's  declaration  of  trust,  ice.,  and  for  general  relief,  &c.  For 
an  injunction  to  restrain  Butterworth  firom  selling,  &c.,  &c. 

The  answers  admit  that  Whitton  and  Hulbert  engaged  in  part- 
nership in  Columbus,  "but  know  nothing  of  the  terms.  Smith 
says  that  sometime  in  July  or  August,  1837,  he  purchased  a  stock  of 
goods  of  Whitton  and  Hulbert  in  Columbus,  to  the  amount  ^f  $31, 
815,36 ;  in  payment  of  which  he  agreed  to  convey  to  them  lands 
at  $4  per  acre,  which  lands  they  were  to  select  out  of  10,000  acres 
belonging  to  Smith  in  the  Choctaw  nation.  This  purchase  was 
made  under  a  written  agreement  drawn  up  by  Argyle  Campbell, 
attorney  of  Whitton  and  Hulbert.  A  further  condition  in  said  agree- 
ment was,  that  Whitton  and  Hulbert  were  to  convey  to  Smith  their 
store-house  and  lot  in  Columbus,  for  which  Smith  was  to  convey 
to  them  240  acres  of  land,  and  release  them  from  all  outstanding 
liabilities  on  account  of  the  purchase  by  them  of  said  lot.  That 
he  received  the  goods  of  Hulbert,  and  called  upon  him  to  select 
the  lands,  giving  him  a  descriptive  list  of  the  lands ;  and  Hulbert, 
as  defendant  is  informed,  by  the  advice  of  Sylvester  Pearl,  did  se- 
lect the  lands  he  desired  to  be  conveyed  to  him.  That  sometime 
previous  to  this  selection,  Hulbert  and  Butterworth  called  upon 
him  with  the  written  agreement,  and  requested  Smith  to  consent 
to  an  alteration  of  it,  so  as  to  bind  hun  to  convey  the  land  to  But- 
terworth, which  alteration  was  made  by  consent  of  parties.  Subse- 
quent to  that  time,  on  the  16th  of  October,  1837,  Smith  did  con- 
vey to  Butterworth  the  lands  which  he  agreed  to  give  in  payment 
of  the  purchase  of  the  said  goods.  That  after  his  deed  to  Butter- 
worth, he  called  on  Hulbert  to  make  him  a  deed  to  the  store-house, 
but  Hulbert  said  he  could  make  no  deed,  having  no  title  to  the 
lot.  That  when  the  deed  to  Butterworth  was  made  the  written 
agreement  aforesaid  was  cancelled  with  the  consent  of  Hulbert, 
who  by  the  advice  of  his  attorney,  executed  a  receipt  for  the  pur- 
chase money  for  the  goods  in  the  name  of  Whitton  and  Hulbert. 
That  during  all  this  time  Hulbert  was  perfectly  sound  in  mind. 
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and  at  no  time  while  doing  the  business  under  the  influence  of 
liquor ;  nor  was  any  fraud  practiced  upon  Hulbert.  Smith  was 
told  by  Hulbert  that  Whitton  knew  and  approved  of  the  sale  of  the 
goods,  and  Whitton  since  then  has  told  Smith  that  he  approved  of 
it  and  that  the  agreement  had  been  satisfactorily  complied  with  on 
Smith's  part  That  it  is  untrue  that  he  ever  conveyed  to  Whitton 
240  acres  in  payment  of  the  store-house,  but  that  part  of  the  trade 
was  cancelled  when  the  agreement  was  surrendered  and  destroyed; 
but  Smith  left  a  deed  to  be  delivered  to  Whitton  by  A.  Campbell, 
upon  Whitton's  compliance  with  the  conditions  mentioned, 
which  not  having  been  complied  with,  the  deed  has  never  been  de- 
livered and  is  null  and  void, 

Butterworth  states  that  some  time  in  August  or  September, 
1837,  he  received  some  notes,  made  by  Whitton  &  Hulbert,  for 
collection  as  an  attorney  at  law.  After  the  receipt  of  the  notes, 
he  applied  to  Hulbert  for  payment.  Hulbert  stated  that  he  had 
sold  or  was  about  to  sell  a  stock  of  goods  belonging  to  Whitton 
ic  Hulbert  to  Smith  for  lands,  which  lands,  when  obtained,  he 
intended  to  apply  to  the  payment  of  certain  debts  which  the  firm 
owed;  that  he  would  furnish  a  list  of  the  creditors  he  wished  to 
secure,  and  requested  Butterworth  to  write  to  the  creditors  named 
to  extend  the  time  of  payment  on  receiving  security  for  the  ulti- 
mate payment  of  their  debts.  Butterworth  wrote  to  them,  and 
obtained  the  requisite  power  to  make  the  arrangement,  and  then 
went  to  Hulbert  for  a  compliance  with  the  former  proposition, 
which  Hulbert  agreed  to  do  as  soon  as  he  should  select  the  lands 
aforesaid.  Butterworth  then  informed  Hulbert  that  he  had  no 
power  to  make  a  deed  of  the  lands  to  bind  his  partner,  and  that 
to  eflfect  the  objects  had  in  view.  Smith  should  convey  to  Butter- 
worth, who  would  make  a  declaration  of  trust  in  manner  as  was 
done;  to  all  of  which  Hulbert,  after  consulting  counsel,  assented. 
Inmiediately  after,  Hulbert  presented  to  Butterworth  a  descriptive 
list  of  the  ten  thousand  acres,  and  requested  him  to  assist  in 
selecting  eight  thousand  acres,  and  to  procure  Pearl's  assistance 
for  the  same  purpose;  and  after  consultation  with  Pearl,  Hulbert 
selected  the  land.  Afterwards,  on  the  sixteenth  October,  1837, 
Hulbert  and  his  legal  adviser  and  Smith  came  to  Butterworth's 
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oflSce  to  have  the  proper  conveyances  executed,  Butterworth  then 
having  in  his  possession  the  notes  attempted  to  be  secured  by 
the  deed  of  trust,  or  a  request  to  have  them  secured  and  a  prom- 
ise soon  to  deposit  them.  And  then  Smith,  with  Hulbert's  con- 
sent, who  acted  under  Campbell's  advice,  executed  the  deed  to 
Butterworth  of  which  exhibit  B.  in  the  bill  is  a  true  copy,  and 
immediately  thereafter  Butterworth  executed  the  declaration  of 
trust,  as  agreed  upon.  Butterworth  states  that  Hulbert  was  com- 
petent to  do  business  when  he  sold  the  goods  to  Smith,  and  when 
the  deeds  aforesaid  were  made.  Nor  was  Hulbert  at  any  time 
during  the  time  he  was  transacting  business,  xmder  the  influence 
of  liquor,  and  would  never  take  any  step  until  he  consulted  with 
Murdock,  his  friend,  and  advised  with  his  lawyer.  The  answer 
denies  all  fraud,  and  states  that  Butterworth  has  no  interest  what- 
ever in  the  matter.  Whitton  <fc  Hulbert  are  insolvent;  and  the 
creditors  secured  by  the  deed  of  trust  made  by  Butterworth 
state,  that  he  acted  under  their  authority  and  with  their  approba- 
tion, and  that  none  of  the  debts  thereby  secured  have  been  paid. 
Such  are  the  facts  as  stated  in  the  pleadings.  An  injunction 
was  granted  by  J.  R.  Nicholson,  one  of  the  judges  of  the  circuit 
court,  and  at  the  December  term,  1840,  the  defendants  moved  to 
dissolve  the  injunction  on  bill  and  answers. 

William  Yerger  for  the  motion. 

The  rule  is  now  well  settled,  that  one  partner,  during  the  exis- 
tence of  the  co-partnership,  may  make  a  valid  assignment  without 
the  consent  of  the  other  co-partners,  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  of 
all  or  any  partnership  effects.  3  Paige  Ch.  R.  617;  5  Cranch, 
300;  4  McCord  L.  R.  519;   3  Kent  Com.  44  et  seq. 

It  is  also  well  settled,  that  real  estate  purchased  with  partner- 
ship property,  for  the  use  of  the  partnership,  is  to  be  treated  as 
personal  property,  both  between  the  partners  themselves,  and  cred- 
itors of  the  partnership.  2  Dow's  Part.  Cas.  242;  1  Swanst.  518, 
621;  2  Dess.  472  e/ ^cy.;  1  Conn.  11;  1  Vernon  217;  3  Peere 
Wms.  158;  7  Ves.  453,  note  1;  3  Bro.  C.  C.  199;  3  Kent  Com.  37- 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  title  to  the  real  property  never  vested  in 
the  partners.    The  real  property  was  bought  with  the  funds  of 
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the  co-partneiship,  and  the  intention  was  to  use  it  in  discharging 
the  debts.  Under  such  circumstances  there  is  no  doubt  of  the 
validity  of  the  deed  and  of  the  assignment.  The  fraud  is  posi- 
tively denied. 

Davis,  Cocke  and  Goodwin,  contra. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  state  of  facts  shown  by  the  pleadings,  so  fiur  as  they  are 
necessary  to  the  consideration  of  this  motion,  are  these.  In  1835 
Whitton  &  Hulbert  formed  a  mercantile  partnership.  Whitton 
was  to  Aimish  the  capital  stock;  was  to  have  five  per  cent,  com- 
missions for  purchasing.  Hulbert  was  to  take  chai^  o^  and 
superintend  the  business  of  selling,  and  to  receive  a  salary  of  firom 
three  to  eight  hundred  dollars  per  year.  The  partnership  was  to 
continue  for  six  years;  neither  party  was  to  sell  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  other.  The  capital  stock  was  to  remain  the  exclusive 
property  of  Whitton.  Hulbert  was  to  share  equally  in  the  profits 
only,  and  bear  equally  the  losses.  Upon  these  terms  the  partner- 
ship went  into  operation  in  the  town  of  Columbus,  Mississippi, 
and  continued  until  the  Ml  of  163r,  when  Hulbert,  in  the 
absence  of  Whitton,  and  without  his  knowledge,  sold  the  entire 
concern  to  the  defendant,  James  H.  Smith,  for  upwards  of  thirty 
thousand  six  hundred  dollars,  to  be  paid  for  in  part  by  lands  at 
four  dollars  per  acre,  to  be  selected  from  ten  thousand  acres 
owned  by  Smith  in  the  Choctaw  District  of  lands,  for  the  convey- 
ance of  which  Smith  gave  his  bond  to  Whitton  and  Hulbert 
jointly.  That  Hulbert  afterwards,  from  excessive  dissipation, 
became  deranged,  and  incapable  of  business. 

In  this  state  of  things  it  is  charged  that  the  defendant,  Butter- 
worth,  having  possession  of  a  number  of  claims  for  collection 
against  the  firm  of  Whitton  &  Hulbert,  induced  Hulbert  to  sur- 
render to  Smith  the  title  bond  made  to  Whitton  &  Hulbert,  and 
to  get  Smith  to  make  a  deed  for  the  lands  directly  and  absolutely 
to  Butterworth,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  payment  of  the 
claims  held  by  him,  and  that  thereupon  he,  Butterworth,  would 
make  a  declaration  of  the  trusts,  upon  which  he  held  the  lands 
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90  conveyed  to  him;  all  of  which  was  done,  as  appears  by  the 
exhibits  in  the  case. 

Whitton,  who  was  absent  residing  in  one  of  the  northern  states, 
being  advised  of  this  state  of  things,  came  on  to  this  country,  and 
electing  to  consider  the  transactions  between  Hulbert  and  Butter- 
worth  as  void,  procured  from  Hulbert  a  power  of  attorney  author- 
izing him  to  transfer  all  lands  or  other  effects  held  in  the  partner- 
ship name,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  partnership  debts.  That 
Whitton  accordingly  transferred  and  conveyed  amongst  other 
things  all  interest  in  the  lands  aforesaid  to  the  complainant,  A.  6. 
Weir,  in  trust  for  certain  preferred  creditors,  who,  together  with 
Whitton  &  Hulbert,  have  filed  this  bill  to  set  aside  the  convey- 
ance to  Butterworth,  and  to  subject  the  lands  to  the  purposes  of 
the  deed  to  Weir,  and  in  the  mean  time  to  enjoin  Butterworth 
from  selling  the  lands. 

These  are  the  statements  of  the  bill.  The  material  facts  are 
not  varied  by  the  answers,  except  as  to  the  charges  of  fraud  and 
the  incapacity  of  Hulbert,  both  of  which  are  positively  denied. 

The  only  point  in  the  pleadings  which  I  consider  it  necessary 
to  examine  under  this  motion,  is  that  which  questions  the  validity 
of  the  transactions  between  Hulbert,  Butterworth  and  Smith;  and 
in  doing  this,  it  is  proper  to  advert  first  to  the  sale  made  by  Hul- 
bert to  Smith,  of  the  entire  partnership  stock  of  Whitton  and  Hul- 
bert, and  to  inquire  what  effect  that  sale  had  upon  the  partnership 
relation.  That  a  partnership  should  no  longer  exist  after  the  bu- 
siness for  which  it  was  created  has  ceased  or  terminated,  is  a  pro- 
position so  natural  and  reasonable  as  to  be  self-evident  Extincio 
mbjecto  tollitur  adjunctum^  is  alike  the  maxim  of  the  civil  law 
and  of  common  sense.  Hence  it  has  been  held,  that  a  sale  or  as- 
signment by  one  partner,  of  all  his  interest  in  the  concern,  oper- 
ates ipso  facto  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  and  this,  too,  al- 
though it  may  be  stipulated  in  the  articles  of  partnership  that  it 
should  continue  for  a  specified  term  of  years.  There  is  no  such 
thing  as  an  indissoluble  partnership.    19 R.  638. 

One  of  the  undisputed  canons  of  the  law  of  partnership  is,  the 
right  of  each  partner  to  sell  the  whole  partnership  property,  if  the 
sale  be  free  firom  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser,  and  such  a 
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sale  terminates  the  partnership  relation.  The  sale,  then,  made  by 
Huibert  to  Smith,  of  the  partnership  stock,  dissolved  the  partner- 
ship between  himself  and  Whitton.  The  bond  taken  firom  Smith 
to  Whitton  and  Huibert  for  the  conveyance  of  the  lands,  given  in 
part  consideration  of  the  pmchase  of  the  goods,  created  a  joint 
tenancy,  in  relation  to  those  lands,  between  Whitton  and  Huibert 
From  this  view  of  the  case,  it  will  be  readily  seen  that  no  subse- 
quent act  of  Huibert  could  affect  any  interest  which  Whitton  thus 
acquired  in  the  lands  agreed  to  be  conveyed;  first,  because,  by  the 
teraos  of  the  partnership,  the  capital  stock  being  the  exclusive 
inroperty  of  Whitton,  and  the  land  being  the  representative  of  that 
stock,  and  the  partnership  being  dissolved,  Huibert  had  no  just 
right  to  it,  nor  power  nor  authority  over  it,  as  respects  Whitton. 
If  the  bond  of  Smith  has  passed  a  legal  title  to  Whitton  and  Hui- 
bert, Huibert  might,  no  doubt,  have  passed  his  joint  interest  to  a 
ptirchaser  without  notice  of  Whitton's  equity,  j  But  the  bond  crea- 
ting a  mere  equitable  title,  even  if  Huibert  had  undertaken  to  sell 
merely  his  undivided  interest,  his  vendee  would  have  been  sub- 
jected to  Whitton's  prior  equity. 

I  have  thus  far  supposed  that  Huibert  actually  made  some  as- 
siirnment  or  conveyance  of  the  lands;  but  how  do  the  facts  of  the 
case  stand?  It  seems  that  it  was  verbally  agreed  that  the  bond  of 
Smith  should  be  given  up  to  him,  and  that  Smith  should  convey 
absolutely  and  directly  to  the  defendant,  Butterworth,  which  ap- 
pears to  have  been  done.  This  arrangement  being  made  without 
the  knowledge  or  assent  of  Whitton,  was  a  fraud  in  law,  if  not  in 
&ct,  upon  his  rights,  and  consequently  could  not  divest  his  inter- 
est Did  it  l^ally  divest  the  interest  of  even  Huibert?  The  bond 
from  Smith  conveyed  to  Huibert,  jointly  with  Whitton,  an  equita- 
ble title  to  the  lands,  which  the  bare  surrender  of  the  bond  to 
Smith  could  not  divest  The  law  is  well  settled  upon  this  sub- 
ject. Where  a  deed  has  been  once  duly  executed  and  delivered, 
a  subsequent  surrender  and  destruction  of  it  cannot  divest  the 
estate  of  the  grantee  which  passed  by  that  deed.  The  title  to  the 
lands,  then,  remain  as  they  were  at  the  execution  and  delivery  of 
the  bond  for  title  to  Huibert,  viz.  the  mere  formal  equitable  title  to 
a  part  in  Huibert,  which  he  would  be  decreed  to  hold  in  trust  for 
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Whitton,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  article  of  partnership.  Al- 
though I  am  of  opinion  that  no  title  whatever  would  pass  under 
any  sale  which  might  be  made  by  Butterworth,  under  Uie  anoma- 
lous instrument  declaring  a  trust,  nor  under  his  deed,  yet,  as  such 
a  sale  might  cast  a  shadow  over  the  title  of  the  complainants,  and 
embarrass  them  in  the  assertion  of  their  rights,  this  fact  alone 
would  induce  a  court  of  equity  to  interpose.  That  constitutes  a 
reason  why  the  injunction  should  not  be  dissolved.  It  must  be 
retained  until  final  hearing. 
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A,  Tcrballj  appointed  B  his  agent  to  sell  a  tract  of  land;  B  aold  the  land  and  took, 
notea  for  the  purchase  money,  payable  to  himself  instead  of  A,  his  principal;  B  trans- 
ferred these  notes  to  a  stranger,  to  secure  the  payment  of  one  of  his  own  liabilities, 
without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  A.  The  purchaser  of  the  land  (knowing  that 
the  notes  for  the  purchase  money  had  been  transferred  without  the  knowledge  of  A, 
the  vendor,)  went  to  A  and  informed  him  that  the  notes  would  surely  be  paid  at 
maturity;  that  he  was  anxious  to  get  a  deed  to  the  land,  and  would  pay  two  hundred 
dollars  on  the  notes,  not  then  due,  to  get  the  deed.  A  objected,  saying  he  had  not 
the  notes  in  possession,  and  could  not  make  the  credit  The  purchaser  did  not 
disclose  the  fact  that  the  notes  had  been  transferred  by  B,  the  agent  of  A,  but  said 
that  B  would  credit  the  two  hundred  dollars  on  the  notes,  and  if  he  did  not,  he,  the 
purchaser,  would  lose  the  amount.  After  much  persuasion,  A  made  the  deed  to  the 
purchaser.  The  notes  were  sued  on  and  the  money  collected  by  the  party  to  whom 
they  were  transferred  to  secure  a  liability  of  B.  Held  by  the  court,  that  the  ftct 
that  the  agent  of  A  had  abused  his  trust  and  deceived  him,  would  be  no  ground  lor 
relief  against  the  purchaser,  and  that  the  purchaser  was  not  bound  to  disclose  the 
fact  that  the  notes  had  been  transferred. 
^  The  true  definition  oi  undue  concealment ^  which  amounts  to  a  fraud  in  the  sense  of  a 
court  of  equity,  and  for  which  it  will  grant  relief,  is  the  non-disclosure  of  those  facts 
^  and  circumstances  which  one  party  is  under  some  legal,  or  equitable  obligation  to 
(  communicate,  and  which  the  other  party  has  a  right,  not  merely  in  foro  emucieniim, 
hut  juris  et  dejure^  to  know. 
If  a  man  is  procured  to  do  an  act,  even  through  fraud,  the  act  will  be  valid  if  it  was  such 

as  the  law  would  have  compelled  him  to  perform. 
Where  fraud  is  charged,  it  must  appear  that  the  party  was  thereby  misled  to  his  preju- 
dice or  injury. 
Courts  of  equity  do  not  relieve  against  deceptive  acts,  which  are  followed  by  no  loss  or 
injury. 

This  bill  states  that  the  complainant,  Tandy  K.  Young,  was 
the  owner  of  a  half  section  of  land  in  the  county  of  Tippah,  de- 
scribed as  the  west  half  of  section  35,  township  5,  range  3  east, 
and  that  in  the  year  1837  he  verbally  requested  his  brother,  A.  M. 
Young,  who  resided  in  said  county,  to  sell  said  land  for  comr 
plainant.  A.  M.  Young  sold  the  land,  in  the  fell  of  1837,  to  Mo- 
Vol.1— 21 
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ses  Bumpass,  for  the  sum  of  thirteen  hundred  dollars;  and  the 
complainant,  in  consideration  of  said  sale,  received  of  the  said 
Bumpass,  for  said  land,  a  note  made  by  one  John  Wells,  and  in- 
dorsed by  said  Bumpass  and  A.  M.  Young,  for  eight  hundred  and 
thirty-three  dollars  and  thirty-three  cents,  due  on  the  25th  of  De- 
cember, 1838;  also  a  note  made  by  Bumpass  to  A.  M.  Young,  for 
the  sum  of  three  hundred  dollars,  due  at  the  same  time;  also  a 
note  made  by  said  Bumpass  to  A.  M.  Young,  for  one  hundred  and 
sixty-six  dollars  and  sixty-six  cents,  due  shortly  after  date,  being 
*23d  November,  1837.  It  was  agreed  that  complainant  should 
make  title  to  said  land  when  said  notes  were  paid.  Complainant 
directed  the  note  for  $166.66  to  be  handed  over  to  his  brother, 
Milton  Young,  in  exchange  for  a  note  of  said  Milton  on  Garland 
Anderson,  which  complainant  held,  and  which  was  paid  at  matu- 
rity. In  the  summer  of  1838,  Bumpass,  who  lived  in  the  county 
of  Tippah,  called  on  complainant  at  his  residence  in  the  county  of 
Marshall,  and  requested  complainant  to  make  a  deed  to  the  land, 
as  he,  Bumpass,  wished  a  title  to  the  land,  in  order  that  he  might 
have  the  same  valued  and  mortgaged  for  stock  in  the  Mississippi 
Union  Bank.  Bumpass  also  presented  complainant  a  letter  from 
Milton  Young,  in  whose  judgment  complainant  placed  much  con- 
fidence, informing  complainant  that  Bumpass  was  free  from  debt 
and  good  for  his  contracts,  and  so  was  Wells,  and  that  there  would 
be  no  danger  in  making  the  deed  to  Bumpass.  Under  these  repre- 
sentations, complainant  made  the  deed  to  the  land.  At  this  time 
he  had  never  seen  the  notes  taken  by  A.  M.  Young  for  the  land, 
nor  did  he  know  that  A.  M.  Young  had  taken  the  note  for  $300, 
payable  to  himself,  nor  that  the  note  indorsed  by  Wells  was  as- 
signed to  A.  M.  Young  instead  of  complainant  The  whole  trans- 
action was  made  without  the  knowledge  of  complainant,  except 
that  he  was  informed  of  the  price  the  land  sold  for,  and  ^at  the 
parties  were  good. 

At  the  time  the  deed  was  executed,  Bumpass  paid  complainant 
$200,  for  which  he  gave  Bumpass  a  receipt,  directing  A.  M.  Young 
to  credit  the  same  on  the  notes.  In  July  or  August,  1838,  com- 
plainant demanded  of  A.  M.  Young  the  notes  taken  for  said  land, 
and  was  informed  by  him  that  he  had  placed  said  notes  in  the 
hands  of  Wm.  Y.  Gholson,  as  attorney  of  Crockett,  Read  and 
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Bankheady  on  account  of  a  judgment  which  Oholson  had  obtained 
for  them  against  one  E.  M.  Rogers;  but  that  said  notes  were  not 
assigned,  and  might  be  withdrawn  at  any  time,  which  he  prom- 
ised to  do.  In  March  thereafter,  complainant  received  a  letter 
from  A.  M.  Toung,  stating  that  there  was  a  misunderstanding  be- 
tween Gholson  and  himself  as  to  the  terms  on  which  he  had  pla- 
ced the  notes  in  Gholson's  hands,  but  assuring  complainant  that 
the  money  due  on  the  notes  would  be  paid  to  nobody  but  com- 
plainant. In  June  thereafter,  A.  M.  Young  died,  in  Jackson,  with- 
out  informing  complainant  of  the  nature  of  the  misunderstanding 
between  himself  and  Gholson.  Suit  was  instituted  on  the  note 
indorsed  by  Wells,  in  the  name  of  Bumpass,  for  the  use  of  Crock- 
ett, Read  and  Bankhead,  and  judgment  obtained  against  Wells  for 
$961.10,  damages  and  costs,  and  on  the  note  of  Bumpass,  in  the 
name  of  Crockett,  Read  and  Bankhead,  and  judgment  obtained 
thereon  against  Bumpass  for  $323.34,  in  December,  1839,  and  ex- 
ecations  issued  on  the  same  in  favor  of  Crockett,  Read  and  Bank- 
head.  Complainant  never  saw  the  notes  until  after  suit  was  com- 
menced. After  the  death  of  A.  M.  Young,  Gholson's  receipt  for 
the  two  notes  in  question  was  found  among  Young's  papers,  in 
the  following  language:  ^^The  above  notes  are  to  be  held  by  me 
as  security  for,  and  when  collected  are  to  be  applied  to,  the  pay- 
ment of  a  judgment  obtained  in  the  circuit  court  of  Tippah  county 
in  favor  of  Crockett,  Read  &  Bankhead,  against  E.  M.  Rogers,  at  the 
November  term,  1837.  Pontotoc,  27th  February,  1838."  Com- 
plainant charges  that  the  transfer  of  said  notes  was  without  author- 
ity and  fraudulent,  and  that  at  the  time  Bumpass  procured  the 
deed  for  the  land,  he  knew  this  transfer  had  taken  place,  and  fraud- 
ulently suppressed  the  fact  from  complainant,  assuring  him  at  the 
same  time  that  the  notes  would  be  punctually  paid  at  maturity. 
The  bill  prayed  an  injunction,  restraining  the  sheriff  from  paying 
the  money  collected  on  the  executions  to  any  person  but  com- 
plainant, or  a  decree  cancelling  the  deed  of  complainant  to  Bum- 
pass  for  the  land,  and  the  injunction  was  granted. 

The  answer  of  Bumpass  admits  that  he  purchased  the  land, 
and  gave  the  notes  as  stated  in  complainant's  bill ;  admits  that  two 
of  said  notes  were  placed  in  the  hands  of  W.  Y.  Gholson,  for  the 
benefit  of  Crockett  Read  &  Bankhead,  by  A.  M.  Young;  admits 


244  SUPERIOR  COURT 

f 

Tandy  K.  Yoang  v,  Moies  Bumpass  ei  al. 

that  he  has  a  deed  to  the  land  in  question,  but  denies  all  fraud  ; — 
states  that  he  took  a  title  bond  from  A.  M.  Young  at  the  time  the 
notes  were  delivered,  conditioned  for  a  title  when  the  notes  were 
paid;  admits  that  he  applied  to  complainant  for  a  title  to  the  land, 
for  the  purpose  of  taking  stock  in  the  Mississippi  Union  Bank; 
that  he  presented  complainant  a  letter  from  his  brother,  Milton 
Young,  requesting  him  to  make  a  title  to  Bumpass,  and  assuring 
complainant  that  the  notes  would  be  paid  at  maturity,  admits 
that  Bumpass  knew  that  the  two  notes  were  in  the  hands  of 
Gholson,  but  states  that  A.  M.  Young  told  him  that  he  would  get 
them  back  in  a  short  time,  and  that  but  for  his  carelessness  he 
would  have  had  them  before  that  time,  and  that  said  Young  would 
credit  any  pajnnent  that  Bumpass  might  make  on  said  notes.  This 
took  place  about  the  first  of  August,  1838.  Defendant  denies  all 
knowledge  of  any  special  endorsement  of  said  notes,  or  transfer  of 
the  same ;  but  believed  them  to  be  the  property  of  Young,  until 
they  were  sued  for  by  Crockett,  Read  and  Bankhead.  Defendant 
stated  all  these  facts  to  complainant  at  the  time  the  deed  was  made 
and  complainant  said  his  brother  Milton  had  told  him  the  notes 
were  in  the  hands  of  Gholson,  but  that  they  could  be  had  at  any 
time,  and  that  complainant  would  credit  the  payment  then  made 
of  $200  on  the  three  hundred  dollar  note.  Denies  all  persuasion 
or  entreaty  of  complainant  to  make  said  deed,  and  states  that  the 
same  was  made  unhesitatingly  and  willingly.  Defendant  further 
states  that  he  has  paid  off  the  full  amount  of  the  thirteen  hundred 
dollars,  except  the  three  hundred  dollar  note  sued  on  by  Crockett, 
Read  and  Bankhead,  and  on  which  execution  has  issued,  and  must 
soon  be  paid.  Defendant  denies  all  manner  of  unlawful  confeder- 
acy, combination  and  fraud  charged  in  said  bill. 

The  answer  of  defendant  Gholson  states,  that  at  the  November 
term,  1837,  of  the  circuit  court  of  Tippah  county,  he  recovered  a 
judgment  in  favor  of  Crockett,  Read  and  Bankhead  against  Elijah 
M.  Rogers,  for  about  three  thousand  dollars ;  that  soon  after  judg- 
ment was  obtained,  A.  M.  Young  came  to  Gholson  and  told  him 
that  although  this  judgment  was  not  directly  against  himself,  he 
was  bound  to  pay  it  by  an  agreement  with  defendant  Rogers,  who 
was  his  partner  in  business.  Some  time  subsequent  to  this,  A.  M. 
Young  came  to  Gholson's  office  and  handed  him  the  two  notes  in 
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controversy,  for  which  he  receipted.  The  receipt  is  filed  as  an  ex- 
hibit, and  shows  that  the  proceeds  of  said  notes  were  to  be  applied 
to  the  payment  of  said  judgment,  and  such  was  the  understanding 
of  the  parties  at  the  time  the  same  was  given.  In  consideration  of 
these  notes  and  the  promises  made  by  A.  M.  Young  to  pay  the 
judgment,  Gholson  did  not  press  the  execution  on  the  same,  where- 
by said  Rogers  was  enabled  to  place  some  of  his  property  beyond 
the  reach  of  an  execution,  and  that  said  Rogers  is  now  insolvent. 

The  deposition  of  Eliza  Standback  states,  that  she  was  present 
in  August,  1838,  when  fiumpass  came  to  the  house  of  complain- 
ant to  get  a  deed  to  the  land ;  that  Bumpass  was  very  anxious  to 
get  the  deed,  to  put  the  land  in  the  Union  Bank.  Young  objected 
to  giving  the  deed,  because  he  had  not  the  notes  in  possession,  nor 
had  he  seen  them,  and  because  one  Doctor  Sprewell,  of  Alabama, 
had  an  undivided  interest  in  the  land,  and  that  complainant  could 
not  convey  his  interest.  Bumpass  offered  to  pay  $200  on  the 
notes  not  then  due  as  an  inducement  to  complainant  to  make  the 
deed ;  told  him  the  notes  were  in  the  possession  of  A.  M.  Young, 
that  he  had  full  confidence  in  A.  M.  Young,  and  knew  he  would 
credit  the  notes  with  the  amount  he  offered  to  pay ;  and  if  he  did 
not,  he,  Bumpass,  would  lose  the  amount,  and  not  look  to  com- 
plainant for  the  same.  After  much  solicitation  for  twenty-four 
hours,  complainant  consented  to  make  the  deed,  and  received  the 
^200.  Bumpass  repeatedly  stated  that  the  notes  were  in  the  hands 
of  A.  M.  Young.  The  deposition  of  Milton  C.  Young  proves  the 
santie  facts. 

The  deposition  of  Milton  Young  proves  that  Bumpass  told  him 
that  he  was  on  his  way  to  Marshall  county,  to  see  if  Tandy  K. 
Young  would  make  him  a  deed  to  the  land  in  question;  that  Bum- 
pass  requested  witness  to  write  a  letter  to  complainant,  stating 
that  he  might  depend  on  what  Bumpass  would  say  on  the  subject 
of  the  title  to  the  land  and  the  payment  of  the  notes.  Witness 
did  write  to  complainant  as  desired  by  Bumpass.  Witness  knew 
the  notes  were  in  the  hands  of  Gholson,  and  was  about  to  state  the 
&ct  in  the  letter,  but  Bumpass  objected  to  it,  and  said  he  would  in- 
form complainant  of  that  fact  Witness  did  not  therefore  state  the 
fiict  in  the  letter.  Bumpass  took  the  letter  to  complainant,  and 
procured  the  deed.    On  his  return  he  told  witness  that  he  had 
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mnch  difficulty  in  getting  the  deed;  that  it  took  him  two  days 
and  nights  hard  persuasion,  and  that  he  did  not  dare  to  tell  com- 
plainant that  the  notes  were  in  the  hands  of  Gholson,  lest  he 
should  not  get  the  deed. 

The  defendants  moved  to  dissolve  the  injunction  on  bill  and 
answers. 

Wm.  Y.  Gholson,  for  the  motion. 

It  is  submitted  that  there  is  no  difference  in  principle  between  a 
delivery  of  notes,  as  in  this  case,  and  an  actual  transfer  of  them  by 
purchase.  They  went  entirely  out  of  the  control  of  the  holder, 
and  were  endorsed  by  him.  Even  if  the  consideration  that  when 
collected  they  were  to  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  a  debt  for 
which  the  holder  was  bound,  were  not  sufficient,  the  forbearance 
granted  at  his  instance  certainly  was. 

The  doctrine  is  well  settled,  that  the  assignee  of  a  chose  in  ac- 
tion takes  it  subject  to  all  the  equity  of  the  original  obligor  or 
debtor,  at  the  time  of  the  assignment ;  but  not  to  a  latent  equity 
in  a  third  person  against  the  assignor.  See  Murray  v.  Lylburn,  2 
Johnson's  Chy.  Rep.  442. 

He  who  trusts  most  must  bear  the  loss.  If  the  complainant  was 
entitled  to  the  notes,  he  allowed  his  brother  to  take  and  hold  them 
so  as  to  be  unable  to  use  them  as  his  own,  and  in  such  a  way  that 
the  utmost  diligence  could  not  have  brought  those  who  received 
the  notes  to  any  knowledge  of  complainant's  right.  The  notes 
were  on  their  face  when  presented  to  defendant  Gholson,  the  le- 
gal property  of  A.  M.  Young,  one  of  them  being  pa3rable  to  him, 
and  the  other  specially  endorsed  to  him^as  will  appear  from  the 
description  of  the  notes  in  exhibit  B. 

It  is  submitted  that  the  injunction  in  this  case  should  be  dissol- 
ved, so  as  to  permit  the  defendants  Crockett,  Read  and  Bankhead, 
to  collect  their  money. 

Chalmers  contra. 

Complainant's  solicitor  has  examined  the  abstract  of  defendant's 
solicitor,  and  finds  it  substantially  correct,  except  in  the  abstract 
of  the  account,  page  2  and  3,  foot  and  top.  The  answer  states 
respondent's  "belief,"  that  by  the  time  given  on  the  judgment  v. 
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Rodgers,  he  was  enabled  to  move  some  of  his  property,  and  "belief" 
that  Rodgers  is  insolvent  and  respondent  will  be  unable  to  recover; 
while  abstract  states  those  facts  positively,  deemed  by  complainant 
material  discrepancies.  But  complainant  contends  that  if  stated 
either  way,  the  responses  are  not  in  answer  to  any  allegation  with 
bill,  and  unsupported  by  evidence,  are  immaterial  in  this  stage  of 
the  case.  They  are  facts  which  are  stated,  and  intend  to  give  to 
the  transaction  a  totally  different  character  than  the  one  fixed  on 
it  by  the  receipt  (marked  exhibit  A.  B.)  of  the  bill,  and  as  such 
should  have  been  clearly  and  explicitly  proved  affirmatively. 

Complainant  contends  that  there  is  a  "difference  in  principle  be- 
tween a  delivery  of  notes  as  in  this  case,  (per  exhibit  B.  and  an- 
swer,) and  an  actual  transfer  of  them  by  purchase;"  and  this  dif- 
ference is  so  strong  as  to  change  totally  the  character  of  the  trans- 
action and  the  rights  acquired  by  it.  In  the  case  of  a  purchase, 
the  holder  obtains  a  legal  title;  in  the  other  he  is  only  a  trustee, 
and  his  title  only  equitable. 

The  case  from  2  Johns.  Chy.  Rep.  442,  was  the  case  of  a  pur- 
chase of  a  bond  and  mortgage;  bona  fide^  for  valuable  considera- 
tion, without  notice,  and  as  such  was  good  against  a  latent  equity 
in  a  third  person,  and  applicable  to  the  case  first  above  put 
But  is  that  this]  case?  The  receipt  of  Gholson  shows  that  he 
was  only  a  trustee,  and  his  client's  interest  an  equitable  right  to 
the  proceeds  which  might  be  realized  from  the  notes.  They  gave 
Rodgers  no  discharge  of  the  judgment  against  him;  they  did  not 
acknowledge  it  as  a  payment,  nor  do  they  stipulate  or  show  they 
gave  any  consideration  for  them  by  which  a  legal  title  thereto  was 
to  be  acquired.  The  delay  granted  Rodgers  was  in  order  to  ac- 
quire, not  legal  rights,  but  further  assurances,  securities,  or  in 
other  words,  equities — an  equitable  right  to  have  said  notes  col- 
lected and  applied  in  discharge  of  their  judgment  v,  Rodgers. 
This  delay  may  have  been  beneficial  to  Rodgers,  but  defendants 
were  in  no  wise  injured,  nor  the  force  and  effect  of  their  judgment 
in  any  way  lessened.  Young  had  no  interest  in  the  delay;  the 
judgment  was  not  against  him,  and  the  statement  of  the  answer, 
that  he  thinks  Young  told  him  he  had  to  pay  the  judgment,  as 
unsustained  by  proof,  is  not  responsive  to  the  bill,  and  is  of  no 
weight  as  the  case  now  stands.    The  case  made  by  the  answer, 
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SO  fiur  as  it  Is  responsive  to  the  bill,  gives  to  respondents  a  mere 
equity;  but  wh&t  is  that  case  when  the  bill  and  answer  are  taken 
together?  The  whole  transaction  of  Young  and  Gholson  was  a 
gross  fraud  upon  the  rights  of  complainant  on  the  part  of  A.  M. 
Young,  and  as  to  the  rights  of  complainant  utterly  void. 

But  it  is  said  that  he  who  trusts  most  must  suffer  most.  This 
principle  only  applies  when  equities  are  equal,  and  one  of  the  par- 
ties has  obtained  a  legal  advantage.  Are  the  equities  equal  here? 
What  did  defendants  give,  and  what  have  they  lost  by  the  receipt 
of  the  notes?  Literally  nothing.  What  principle  of  law  or  equity 
will  sanction  the  acts  of  faithless  agents,  who  will  deliver  over 
the  property  of  their  employers  as  security  to  their  own  creditors? 
Not  one. 

The  conduct  of  A.  M.  Young  was  a  fraud  and  void;  no  title 
was  communicated  by  it;  if  any,  it  was  but  an  equitable  one, 
younger  than  complainant  and  not  equal,  and  the  older  and 
better  must  prevail;  and  this  complainant  contends  that  the  court 
will  not  dissolve  the  injunction,  which  is  only  to  restrain  the  sheriff 
from  paying  over  the  money  until  this  court  has  determined  to 
whom  in  equity  and  conscience  it  belongs;  which  cannot  safely 
be  done  until  the  gross  fraud  set  out  in  the  bill  has  been  fully 
sifted,  by  the  accounts  of  all  the  parties  and  the  proof.  Want  of 
time  and  books  since  the  filing  of  the  answer  have  disabled  me 
fiN»n  furnishing  the  court  with  authorities. 

The  Chancellor  dissolved  the  injunction,  and  the  case  was  s^ 
down  for  hearing  on  the  bill,  answers  and  depositions. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  defendant  purchased  a  tract  of  land  from  A.  M.  Young, 
acting  as  the  agent  of  the  complainant,  and  agreed  to  give  $1,300 
for  it,  and  at  the  same  time  transferred  to  A.  M.  Young  a  note  aa 
John  Wells  for  $830  33,  and  gave  his  own  notes  for  the  remain- 
der, payable  to  A.  M.  Young.  It  seems  that  $166  66  of  the  pur- 
chase money  was  paid  to  the  complainant  shortly  after  the  sale  of 
the  land.  A.  M.  Young  gave,  as  agent,  his  bond  to  make  title . 
when  the  notes  should  be  paid.  In  the  summer  of  1838,  Bumpass, 
being  desirous  of  taking  stock  in  the  Union  Bank,  and  wanting  to 
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perfect  his  title  for  that  purpose  by  getting  a  deed  from  the  com- 
plainant, procured  Milton  Young  to  write  a  letter  to  the  complain- 
ant, assuring  him  of  the  solvency  of  the  defendant,  and  of  his  be- 
lief that  the  notes  would  be  paid  at  maturity,  and  that  there  was 
no  danger  in  making  the  deed  to  Bumpass.    Bumpass  accordingly 
procured  the  deed  by  paying  $200,  which  was  some  months  in 
advance  of  the  maturity  of  his  notes.    Bumpass,  at  the  time  of 
procuring  the  deed,  was  informed  that  the  notes  made  and  indorsed 
by  him  had  been  placed  in  the  hands  of  W.  Y.  Gholson,  esquire, 
by  A.  M.  Young,  the  agent,  but  was  assured  at  the  same  time  by 
A.  M.  Young  that  the  property  in  the  notes  was  not  parted  with, 
and  that  they  were  still  under  his  control  and  would  be  taken 
back,  and  this  Bmnpass  must  evidently  have  believed,  or  he  would 
not  have  paid  the  $200.     This  information  was  not  disclosed  to 
T.  K.  Young,  when  Bumpass  applied  for  and  procured  a  deed  foy 
the  land.    It  turned  out  afterwards,  that  the  notes  had  been  actu- 
ally transferred  by  A.  M.  Young,  and  that  the  transferees  held 
them  in  exclusion  to  the  claim  of  the  complainant.    It  appears 
that  all  or  nearly  all  of  the  money  has  been  paid  up  by  Bumpass. 
T.  K.  Young  now  files  this  bill  to  set  aside  and  cancel  the  deed 
made  to  Bumpass,  upon  the  ground  that  Bumpass  fraudulently 
suppressed  the  fact,  that  A.  M.  Young  had  placed  the  notes  in 
Gholson's  hands,  which  fact  he  knew  when  he  applied  for  the 
deed.    These  facts  are  fully  proved,  and  the  only  question  is,  do 
they  entitle  the  complainant  to  the  relief  asked  by  the  bill?    Sup- 
pose Bumpass  had  communicated  these  facts  to  T.  K.  Young, 
would  Young's  knowledge  upon  the  subject  have  in  any  way 
affected  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  call  for  a  completion  of  his 
contract?    Surely  not.    The  fact  that  his  agent  had  abused  his 
trust  and  deceived  him,  would  certainly  be  no  ground  for  relief 
against  the  defendant.    Judge  Story  says,  "the  true  definition  of 
undue  concealment,  which  amounts  to  fraud  in  the  sense  of  a 
court  of  equity,  and  for  which  it  will  grant  relief,  is  the  non-dis- 
closure of  those  facts  and  circumstances  which  one  party  is  under 
some  legal  or  equitable  obligation  to  communicate,  and  which  the 
other  party  has  a  right,  not  merely  in  foro  conscieniioR,  but  juris 
et  de  jure^  to  know."    1  Story  Eq.  216.    Was  Bumpass  under 
any  obligation,  legal  or  moral,  to  disclose  his  knowledge  in  rela~ 
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tion  to  the  transfer  of  the  notes?  I  think  not;  because  Young^s 
obligation  to  Bumpass  to  perform  his  contract  made  by  his  agent 
would  still  have  remained  unimpaired,  unless  a  knowledge  of  the 
fiict  itself  would  have  impaired  the  right  of  Bumpass  to  call  for  a 
performance  of  his  contract;  then  certainly  he  was  under  no  obli- 
gation to  disclose  it.  If  a  man  is  procured  to  do  an  act,  even 
through  fraud,  yet  the  act  will  be  valid  if  it  was  such  as  the  law 
would  have  compelled  him  to  perform.  Where  fraud  is  charged, 
it  must  appear  that  the  party  was  thereby  misled  to  his  prejudice 
or  injury.  Courts  of  equity  do  not  relieve  against  deceptive  acts, 
which  are  followed  by  no  loss  or  injury.  1  Story's  Eq.  212. 
The  complainant's  bill  must  be  dismissed  at  his  costs. 
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Where  a  promiflioiy  note  was  sacuiedTby  a  mortgage  on  ata^et,  and  the  lame  wae 
not  paid  at  matnrityi  and  the  payee  of  the  note  transftrred  the  note  and  mortgage 
to  the  indoner  thereof,  and  receWed  the  indomr's  note  in  fiill  payment  therefor ; 
held,  that  thu  waa  a  sufficient  payment  by  the  indorser  to  enable  him  to  foreclose 
the  mortgage  against  the  maker. 

An  accommodation  indorser  stands  in  the  light  of  a  surety  to  the  maker,  and  upon 
paying  the  debt  is  entitled  to  be  substituted  to  all  the  securities  held  by  the  creditor. 

This  bill  chaises  that  complainant  and  John  D.  Yertner,  now 
deceased,  on  the  10th  January,  1838,  gave  their  joint  note  to  John 
Murdock  for  six  thousand  dollars,  payable  10th  January,  1839. 
That  John  D.  Vertner  was  principal  and  complainant  only  secu- 
rity on  said  note.  That  Vertner  gave  a  deed  of  trust  or  mort- 
gage on  certain  n^oes  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  note,  and 
that  he  wholly  failed  to  pay  it  at  maturity  or  since.  That  on  the 
13th  January,  1841,  said  Murdock,  for  value  received,  assigned, 
sold,  indorsed  and  transferred  to  complainant  said  note  and  said 
deed  of  trust,  with  all  his  interest  in  said  negroes,  and  authorized 
complainant  to  enforce  the  same  at  law  and  equity  in  any  man- 
ner that  might  be  deemed  expedient,  and  for  which  purpose  this 
bill  was  filed. 

The  character  of  the  transaction  connected  with  the  said 
assignment  of  the  note  and  deed  of  trust  to  complainant,  is  more 
fully  explained  in  the  bill  in  this  passage:  "Your  orator  has  taken 
up  the  debt  due  by  said  note  to  said  Murdock,  and  become  indi- 
vidually bound  to  him  for  the  payment,  and  thus  acquired  an 
interest  in  and  the  control  over  said  note  and  mortgage." 

The  defendants  demurred  generally. 

Henry  T.  Ellett  for  the  demurrer. 

The  main  cause  of  the  demurrer  is,  that  the  bill  does  not  show 
that  complainant  has  paid  any  money  on  said  note,  as  surety  for 
Yestner,  but  only  that  he  has  assumed  or  become  bound  to  pay  it. 
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Complainant  seeks  to  be  substituted  in  the  place  of  Murdock, 
and  subrogated  to  his  rights  under  said  deed  of  tnist,  and  it  is 
urged  that  this  cannot  be  done  until  he  has  paid  the  money  or 
done  what  in  law  is  equivalent  to  it. 

He  seeks  to  make  the  money  out  of  Verlner's  estate,  when  he 
has  not  paid  it,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  he  ever  will  pay  it. 

The  position  is  assumed  in  support  of  this  demurrer,  that  a  bill 
of  this  description  can  only  be  sustained  in  a  case  where  the  com- 
plainant might  maintain  an  action  at  law  against  the  principal 
debtor  (Vertner  in  this  case,)  for  money  paid,  &c. 

The  remedies  are  parallel,  having  the  same  object,  and  being 
applicable  to  the  same  state  of  facts.  To  sustain  an  action  for 
money  paid,  it  must  appear  that  money  was  actually  advanced, 
8  Johns.  R.  202.  Giving  a  bond  for  the  debt  is  no  payment. 
Same  case. 

It  is  also  said  that  giving  a  promissory  note  will,  under  certain 
circumstances^  be  a  good  payment;  but  this  is  founded  on  the 
negotiability  of  such  instruments  under  the  law  merchant,  and 
would  not  be  held  law  in  this  state,  where  the  anti-<iommerciaI 
principle  prevails. 

In  this  case  it  is  not  shown  how  complainant  is  bound,  whether 
by  bond,  note  or  otherwise.  It  is  not  even  alleged  that  complain- 
ant is  solvent  and  able  to  discharge  his  obligation. 

The  substance  of  the  objection  to  the  bill,  however,  is,  that  the 
complainant  has  not  paid  the  money,  and  therefore  has  no  right 
to  make  it,  either  out  of  the  estate  of  Vertner,  by  action  at  law, 
or  out  of  the  collateral  securities  given  by  him  to  secure  it,  by 
bill  in  chancery. 

Thrasher  and  Sillers  contra. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  substitution  of  the  note  of  Humphreys  for  that  of  Vertner, 
connected  with  the  facts  that  Vertnefs  note  was  delivered  up  to 
Humphreys,  and  the  deed  of  trust  assigned,  abundantly  prove 
that  the  note  of  Humphreys  was  received  in  satisfaction  and  dis- 
charge of  Vertner's  liability  to  Murdock.  But  it  is  said  that 
Humphreys  has  not  paid  the  money  due  on  the  note.    It  was  not 
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necefiSiry  that  the  pa3rment  should  have  been  made  in  money. 
It  is  sufficient  that  it  was  paid  in  any  thing  which  Murdock  was 
willing  to  receive  in  payment  and  discharge  of  his  claim  on  Yert- 
ner.    Inglas  v.  Dennett,  6  Greenleaf  Rep.  79. 
Let  the  demurrer  be  overruled. 

Vol.!.— 22 
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A  party  to  a  luit,  not  afiected  by  prooeedings  in  it,  cannot  object  to  any  irregularity  in 

those  proceedings. 
A  party  who  hat  tacitly  or  expressly  coruented  to  a  decree,  will  never  be  heard  in  an 

attempt  to  vacate  that  decree. 
A  written  statement  of  the  complainant,  filed  among  the  papers  in  the  case,  stating 

that  two  of  the  defendants  were  not  brought  into  court,  because  they  were  found  not 

to  be  interested  in  the  matter,  u  equivalent  to  a  formal  dismissal  as  to  the  parties  not 

brought  in. 
A  decree  will  not  be  vacated  when  the  defect  complained  of  is  such  as  may  be  remedied 

by  mere  motion. 
A  decree  may  at  any  time  be  rectified  in  case  of  onUaaion,  where  the  omitted  matter 

would  have  been  embraced  in  it,  almost  of  course. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  case  is  submitted  on  motion  to  vacate  the  decree  rendered 
therein  on  the  24th  December,  1839.  In  December,  1838,  the 
plaintiff  filed  her  bill  in  this  cause,  stating  that  she  held  a  mort- 
gage on  the  cotton  crop  of  the  defendant,  Haun,  then  growing  on 
his  plantation,  for  the  sum  of  six  thousand  dollars;  that  the  de- 
fendant, Morris,  as  sheriff  of  Warren  county,  had  levied  various 
executions^  older  than  the  mortgage,  on  said  crop  of  cotton,  and 
had  sold  the  same;  that,  after  satisfying  said  executions,  there  still 
remained  in  Morris's  hands  the  sum  of  about  three  thousand  dol- 
lars, which  the  bill  prays  may  be  subjected  to  the  plaintiff's  mort- 
gage, and  that  Morris  might  be  enjoined  from  paying  it  over  to 
Haun.  The  bill  makes  Steel  and  Jenkins  parties  to  the  bill,  upon 
the  information  that  they  set  up  some  claim  to  the  money  in  Mor- 
ris's hands. 

Morris  answered  the  bill,  and  admits  the  money  to  be  in  his 
hands,  which  he  says  he  is  ready  to  pay  over  as  the  court  may 
order.  The  answer  of  Haun  admits  all  the  allegations  of  the  bill, 
and  says  he  is  willing  to  abide  such  order  or  decree  as  may  be 
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made  in  the  case.  No  process  seems  to  have  issued  against  Steel 
and  Jenkins. 

In  this  attitude  the  case  was  submitted  without  contest,  upon  a 
written  statement  of  the  complainant's  counsel,  stating  that  Steel 
and  Jenkins  were  not  brought  into  court,  because  the  plaintiff  had 
ascertained  that  no  claim  had  been  made,  as  was  supposed,  by 
them  to  the  money  in  question.  Upon  this  state  of  case,  a  decree 
was  rendered,  foreclosing  the  mortgage  against  Haun,  and  direct- 
ing Morris  to  pay  over  to  the  complainant  the  amount  of  money 
so  admitted  to  be  in  his  hands.  Steel  and  Jenkins  are  in  no  way 
noticed  by  the  decree  as  parties  to  the  suit.  And  this  is  assigned 
as  the  first  reason  for  vacating  the  decree.  The  second  is,  that 
the  decree  was  rendered  under  a  misapprehension  of  the  state  of 
the  pleadings.  The  third  is,  that  Morris  was  decreed  to  pay  over 
the  money  in  his  *hands,  while  an  injunction  remained  in  force 
against  him.  It  does  not  appear  whether  this  motion  is  made  at 
the  instance  of  one  or  all  of  the  defendants.  If  the  motion  is 
made  at  the  instance  of  Steel  and  Jenkins,  it  is  sufficient  to  remark 
that  no  decree  has  been  rendered  as  against  them;  and  if  they 
have  any  interest  in  the  matter,  that  interest  is  in  no  way  affected 
by  the  decree  in  the  case;  and  they  certainly  cannot  object  to  any 
irregularity,  if  there  be  such,  in  the  decree  against  Morris  and 
Haun. 

No  principle  of  practice  can  be  better  settled  than  that  a  party 
to  a  suit,  not  affected  by  proceedings  in  it,  cannot  object  to  any 
irr^^larity  in  those  proceedings.    3  Bibb's  K  87. 

If  the  motion  is  made  at  the  instance  of  Haun  and  Morris,  it  is 
sufficient  to  say  that  nothing  has  been  decreed  against  them  but 
what  they  have,  by  their  answers,  both  tacitly  and  expressly  con- 
sented to;  and  that  a  party  who  has  tacitly  or  expressly  consented 
to  a  decree,  will  never  be  heard  in  an  attempt  to  vacate  or  reverse 
that  decree.    Harrison  v.  Rumsey,  2  Yes.  sen.  488. 

Strict  accuracy  would  no  doubt  require  that  the  complainant 
should  have  dismissed  the  bill  as  to  Jenkins  and  Steel,  upon  dis- 
covery that  they  were  not  necessary  or  proper  parties.  But  I  in- 
cline to  the  opinion  that  the  written  statement  of  counsel  for  the 
complainant,  filed  in  the  case,  stating  that  they  were  not  brought 
into  court  because  they  were  found  not  to  be  interested  in  the 
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matter,  should  be  regarded  as  equivalent  to  a  more  formal  dis 
missal. 

In  the  case  of  Pawlet  v.  Bishop  of  Lincoln,  2  Atk.  296,  it  was 
decided  that  a  plaintiff  may,  at  the  hearing  of  a  cause,  waive  the 
relief  that  he  prays  against  a  particular  person,  and  then  the  ob- 
jection, for  want  of  making  that  person  a  party,  will  have  no 
weight  with  it. 

However  this  may  be,  I  take  it  that  a  decree  should  not  be  va- 
cated when  the  defect  complained  of  is  such  as  might  be  remedied 
upon  a  mere  motion  to  rectify  it.  A  decree  may  at  any  time  be 
rectified,  in  case  of  omission^  where  the  omitted  matter  would 
have  been  embodied  in  it  almost  as  of  course.  Davis  v.  Morris, 
13  Price,  766,  cited  in  3  Eq.  Dig.  356. 

It  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  complainant  would  have  been 
permitted,  as  of  course,  upon  the  written  statenaent  of  her  counsel, 
to  strike  the  name  of  Steel  and  Jenkins  from  her  bill,  or  to  dismiss 
it  as  to  them,  and  to  have  that  dismissal  raited  in  the  decree. 

The  only  other  objection  I  deem  it  necessary  to  notice,  is  that 
which  questions  the  propriety  of  the  decree  upon  the  ground  that 
it  directs  Morris  to  pay  over  money  which  he  stood  enjoined  from 
paying.  The  counsel  does  not,  of  course,  refer  to  the  injunction 
against  Morris  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiff,  as  that  was  only  in 
aid  of  the  decree  for  paying  over  the  money  in  his  hands,  and  its 
object  was  consummated  when  that  decree  was  rendered.  If  it  is 
the  supposed  injunction  of  Jenkins  and  Steel,  then  it  may  be 
answered,  that  no  such  injunction  is  now  said  to  exist.  Morris 
makes  no  mention  of  it  in  his  answer,  as  he  unquestionably 
would  have  done,  with  a  view  to  his  own  protection,  if  any  such 
had  existed.  At  any  rate,  if  such  injunction  did  exist,  and  Morris 
fidled  to  bring  it  to  view  by  his  answer,  in  the  shape  of  an  inter- 
pleader, he  would  not  now  be  heard  to  make  that  objecticm,  for 
it  clearly  appears  that  if  such  injunction  did  exist,  it  was  not 
only  in  force  when  Morris  filed  his  answer,  but  anterior  to 
the  filing  of  the  complainant's  bill.  It  is  worthy  of  remark, 
that  this  motion  is  made  more  than  a  year  after  the  decree  was 
rendered,  and  without  any  showing  that  the  slightest  injustice  has 
been  done  to  any  one,  and  without  accounting  for  the  delay. 

But  if  I  had  regarded  the  decree  as  fatally  defective  in  the 
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particulars  supposed,  I  should  have  doubted  the  mode  proposed 
for  its  correction.  In  Bennett  v.  Winter,  2  John.  Ch.  205,  it  was 
held  that  a  final  decree  which  had  been  enrolled,  could  not  be 
opened  but  upon  a  bill  of  review.  Cameron  v.  McRoberts,  3 
Wheaton,  691,  and  Radley  v.  Shaver,  1  John.  Ch.  200,  are 
authorities  to  the  same  point. 
Let  the  motion  be  overruled. 

22r 
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William  Ferriday  et  al  v.  Hiram  Selcer. 

Although  a  judgment  at  law  is  concIosiTe  upon  the  defendant,  as  to  every  matter  of 
defence  of  which  he  could  ftirly  have  availed  himself,  yet  if  the  matter  relied  on 
could  not  have  been  received  as  a  defence  by  reason  of  its  equitable  character, 
or  by  reason  of  the  forms  of  legal  pleading,  in  these  cases,  a  court  of  equity 
will  give  relief  although  there  may  have  been  an  ineffectual  attempt  to  defend 
at  law. 

Vi  here  an  answer  admits  the  equitable  allegations  ot  a  bill,  hot  sets  up  matter  in 
avoidance,  such  matter  is  not  evidence  to  the  couit  on  a  motion  to  dissolve  an 
injunction  on  bill  and  answer,  and  the  injunction  will  be  continued  till  the  hearing. 

After  a  sufficient  levy  on  a  defendant's  property,  he  is  liable  to  no  further  distress  so 
long  as  the  property  u  withheld  from  him;  but  if  the  levy  be  dismissed  and  the 
property  restored  to  him,  he  is  liable  to  a  new  levy. 

If  a  claimant  give  a  bond  for  the  trial  of  the  right  to  property  levied  on,  and  at  the 
trial  the  issue  is  decided  against  the  claimant,  he  has  a  right  to  surrender  the  prop- 
erty levied  on  in  discharge  of  his  bond;  and  if,  during  the  pendency  of  such  iasne, 
the  property  levied  on  u  taken  out  of  the  claimant's  hands  by  an  older  execution, 
this  operates  as  a  discharge  of  the  claimant's  bond,  and  a  court  of  equity  will 
enjoin  theplaintifis  in  the  junior  execution  from  enforcing  their  judgment  at  law 
obtained  against  the  claimant  on  the  trial  of  the  right  of  property. 

On  the day  of  February,  1838,  judgment  at  law  was 

obtained  against  Geoige  R.  Oarradine,  for  the  sum  of  twelve  thou- 
sand dollars.  On  the  thirteenth  of  April,  1838,  Carradine  con- 
veyed to  Shipp,  Ferriday  &  Co.  nineteen  slaves  and  two  hundred 
acres  of  land,  to  secure  the  payment  of  sixteen  thousand  dollars 
which  he  owed  them.  On  the  same  day  Carradine  conveyed  to 
William  Ferriday  and  Richard  M.  Corwine,  trustees  for  the  bene- 
fit of  his  creditors,  eight  hundred  acres  of  land  and  thirty-four 
slaves.  On  the  15th  of  May,  1838,  Hiram  Selcer  obtained  judg- 
ment against  Carradine  for  the  sum  of  eight  thousand  dollars,  on 
which  execution  issued,  and  was  levied  on  a  part  of  the  slaves 
embraced  by  the  deed  of  tnist.  The  trustees  claimed  the  slaves^ 
and  gave  a  bond  for  the  trial  of  the  right  of  property.  On  the  8th 
of  November,  1838,  and  before  the  right  of  property  was  tried, 
execution  issued  on  the  judgments  for  twelve  thousand  dollars, 
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obtained  against  Carradine  previous  to  the  execution  of  the  deed 
of  trust,  and  was  levied  on  the  same  slaves.  Under  this  execu- 
tion  the  slaves  were  sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied  to  the  payment 
thereof.  On  the  trial  of  the  right  of  property  the  issue  was  deci- 
ded in  favor  of  Seleer,  the  junior  judgment  claimant,  and  the  trus- 
tees in  the  deed  of  trust  appealed  to  the  High  Court  of  Errors  and 
Appeals,  where  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  was  affirmed, 
aod  execution  issued  on  the  appeal  bond  against  the  appellants 
and  their  sureties.  These  latter  parties  filed  their  bill  in  chancery 
to  enjoin  the  levy  of  this  last  execution,  ailing  that  the  prop- 
erty in  dispute  had  been  taken  out  of  the  hands  of  the  trustees 
by  executions  older  than  that  of  Seleer. 

The  answer  of  Seleer  admits  that  the  slaves  were  taken  out 
of  the  hands  of  the  trustees  and  sold  under  senior  executions  to 
his,  but  chaises  that  those  executions  were  levied  at  the  instance 
of  Ferriday,  one  of  the  trustees,  and  one  of  the  complainants  in 
this  bill,  and  also  that  Ferriday  was  the  owner  of  said  executions. 
The  answer  also  insists  that  the  judgment  at  law  obtained  by  Sel- 
eer against  Ferriday  and  his  sureties  bars  the  relief  sought  by 
complainants. 

It  is  further  charged,  that  the  senior  executions  had  been  previ- 
ously levied  and  dismissed  by  the  plaintifis  in  same,  and  that 
therefore  they  were  satisfied  and  could  not  be  re-issued  and 
levied. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  case  is  submitted  on  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  on 
bill  and  answer.  The  substance  of  the  complainant's  case  is 
this:  In  April,  1838,  he  became  the  trustee  under  a  deed  of  trust 
made  by  George  R.  Carradine,  conveying  to  him  land,  slaves  and 
other  property,  in  trust  for  the  payment  of  enumerated  debts 
owing  by  Carradine.  At  that  time  there  were  a  number  of  out- 
standing unsatisfied  judgments  against  said  Carradine.  Subse- 
quently the  defendant,  Seleer,  obtained  a  judgment  against  Car- 
radine, sued  out  an  execution,  and  had  it  levied  on  some  of  the 
negroes  so  conveyed  in  trust  to  the  complainant,  who,  under  the 
impression  that  it  was  his  duty  as  trustee  to  do  so,  filed  his 
claim  to  the  slaves  so  levied  on,  and  gave  bond  for  the  trial  of  the 
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right  of  property,  under  the  statute  upon  that  subject.  At  the 
trial  the  jury  found  against  his  claim,  and  the  court  rendered  a 
judgment  thereon,  which  judgment  he  enjoined  upon  the  ground 
that  prior  to  the  trial  aforesaid  the  slaves  levied  on  by  the  defend- 
ant had  been  taken  out  of  his  possession,  by  virtue  of  executions 
from  judgments  against  said  Carradine,  which  were  a  lien  upon 
the  said  slaves,  and  which  were  older  than  his  deed  of  trust ; 
alleging  that  he  was  prechided  at  law  from  showing  these  facts  in 
his  discharge,  which  allegation  is  sustained  by  reference  to  the 
record  in  the  case.  The  defendant  relies  in  his  answer  upon  his 
judgment  at  law  as  a  bar  to  any  relief  to  the  complainant  in  this 
court.  He  admits  the  main  allegation  of  the  bill  upon  which  the 
complainant's  equity  rests,  but  sets  up  in  avoidance  various  mat- 
ters which  will  be  noticed  hereafter. 

The  first  question  to  be  settled  is  that  which  insists  upon  the 
judgment  at  law  as  a  bar.  Although  a  judgment  at  law  is  con- 
clusive upon  the  defendant  as  to  every  matter  of  defence  of  which 
he  could  have  fairly  availed  himself,  yet  if  the  matter  relied  on 
could  not  have  been  received  as  a  defence  by  reason  of  its  equi- 
table character,  or  by  reason  of  the  forms  of  legal  pleading,  in 
these  cases,  a  court  of  equity  will  give  relief  although  there  may 
have  been  an  ineflfectual  attempt  to  defend  at  law.  Fosters. 
Wood,  6  John.  Ch.  90;  2  Munf  1;  1  A.  K.  Marshall  388;  Cook's 
Rep.  242.  The  defence  here  set  up  is  separate  and  distinct  from 
the  judgment  at  law,  and  could  not  have  been  received  in  evi- 
dence, having  no  connection  whatever  with  the  on^y  question 
upon  which  it  seems  the  jury  passed  a  verdict,  viz.,  the  validity 
or  invalidity  of  the  deed  under  which  the  complainant  claimed. 
There  could  have  been  but  the  one  issue  in  the  case,  and  the  only 
question  embraced  by  that  issue,  and  the  only  one  therefore  deci- 
ded by  the  court  was  whether  the  claim  of  Perriday  under  the 
deed  of  trust  would  hold  the  slaves  against  the  judgment  and  exe- 
cution of  the  defendant.  It  needs  only  to  state  the  character  of 
the  issue  in  that  case,  in  order  to  show  that  the  matters  here  relied 
on  could  not  have  been  made  available  to  the  complainant.  I  am 
therefore  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  at  law  does  not  bar  the 
complainant  from  relief  in  this  court,  if  he  has  made  a  case  which 
otherwise  entitles  him  to  it. 
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The  principal  feature  of  the  case  upon  which  I  deem  it  neces- 
sary to  give  an  opinion  under  this  motion,  is  that  which  shows 
that  after  Ferriday  had  given  a  bond  for  the  trial  of  the  right  to 
the  property  which  he  claimed,  and  before  such  trial  was  had,  the 
property  was  seized  and  wrested  from  his  hands  by  virtue  of  a 
judgment  of  older  date  than  the  deed  of  trust  under  which  he 
made  his  claim,  and  he  thereby  prevented  from  delivering  up  the 
property  in  discharge  of  the  judgment  rendered  against  him  upon 
the  trial  of  the  claim  aforesaid.  Ferriday  doubtless  had  a  right 
under  the  law  to  deliver  the  slaves  in  discharge  of  his  liability, 
the  claim  to  which  he  had  &iled  to  sustain.  And  having  been 
deprived  of  this  right  by  a  levy  and  seizure  of  the  n^oes  under 
executions  from  judgments  of  older  date  than  that  of  the  defend- 
ant, he  is  entitled  to  relief  against  the  judgment  rendered  against 
him  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  unless  there  is  something  in  the 
case  which  overrules  that  ground  for  relief.  The  case  of  Lusk  v. 
Ramsey,  3  Munf.  Rep.  417,  fully  sustains  the  equity  of  this  fea- 
ture of  the  complainant's  bill. 

The  defendant  admits  in  his  answer  that  the  negroes  were 
taken  from  the  possession  of  the  complainant  as  alledged  in  the 
bill,  but  to  avoid  the  equity  of  that  allegation,  he  states  that  they 
were  so  taken  at  the  instance  and  by  the  consent  of  the  complain- 
ant, who  waived  notice  of  the  sale,  and  purchased  through  an 
agent  some  of  the  negroes  at  an  imdervalue,  and  that  some  of  the 
executions  had  been  previously  levied  upon  sufficient  property  to 
satisfy  them.  All  this,  it  is  said,  was  brought  about  by  the  com- 
plainant in  order  to  exempt  some  property  which  he  had  bought 
from  Carradine  from  the  operation  of  these  executions,  which  or 
some  of  which  it  is  stated  had  been  previously  levied  on  that  pro- 
perty, and  the  sale  of  it  enjoined  by  the  complainant  In  this  the 
complainant  did  nothing  more  than  the  law  authorised  him 
to  do.  No  principle  is  better  settled,  than  that  a  purchaser  of  pro- 
perty from  a  judgment  debtor  has  a  right  to  restrain  the  judgment 
creditor  from  levying  on  such  property,  so  long  as  such  debtor  has 
other  property  sufficient  to  satisfy  such  judgment,  Clowes  v.  Dick- 
inson, 5  J.  C.  R.  244.  Here  the  complainant's  purchase  of  the  pro- 
perty although  junior  in  date  to  the  judgments  by  virtue  of  which 
it  was  levied  on,  was  yet  senior  to  that  of  the  defendant,  which 
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gave  him  the  right  to  force  the  older  judgments  upon  the  property 
which  would  otherwise  have  been  liable  to  the  defendant's  judg- 
ment. The  case  of  Fowler  and  Adair  v.  Burks,  et  al.  Harper's 
Eq.  R.  164,  is  a  case  precisely  in  point.  The  complainant  took  a 
mortgage  upon  a  negro  slave,  at  the  date  of  which  there  were  a 
number  of  executions  that  ejected  the  mortgagor,  some  older  and 
some  junior  to  the  mortgage.  The  slave  was  sold  on  the  older 
executions,  and  all  the  other  property  of  the  mortgagor  sold  under 
the  junior  executions.  It  was  held  that  the  senior  executions 
should  be  satisfied  out  of  the  other  property  sold,  and  that  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  slave  should  be  applied  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  mort- 
gage ;  but  all  these  matters,  however  stated  in  the  answer,  are  mat- 
ters in  avoidance,  and  if  true  are  not  available  to  the  defendant 
under  the  present  motion.  Where  the  defendant  in  his  answer  to 
an  injunction  bill  admits  the  equity  of  the  bill,  but  sets  up  new 
matter  of  defence  on  which  he  relies,  the  injunction  will  be  con* 
tinned  to  the  hearing.  Minturn  v.  Seymore,  4  John.  Ch.  497. 
Suppose,  however,  that  it  be  true  as  by  the  answer,  that  the  slaves 
were  levied  on  at  the  instance  and  by  the  consent  of  the  complain- 
ant, it  is  difficult  to  conceive  how  that  could  better  the  condition 
of  the  defendant,  or  weaken  the  position  of  the  complainant.  The 
amount  of  this  statement  is,  that  the  complainant  consented  that 
the  plaintiffs  in  these  older  executions  should  do  what  the  law  au- 
thorised them  to  do,  and  what  he  could  not  prevent  them  from 
doing.  It  amounts  to  this,  that  the  complainant  gave  his  consent 
to  the  doing  of  that  which  might  have  been  done  not  only  with- 
out his  consent,  but  against  it.  It  is  true  that  it  is  stated  that  the 
complainant  was  the  assignee  of  one  of  these  executions,  and  that 
he  bought  through  an  agent  some  of  the  slaves  sold  under  them  at 
less  than  their  value.  In  this  it  seems  to  me  he  did  nothing  more 
than  to  exercise  the  right  which  every  creditor  has  of  having  his 
execution  levied,  and  of  buying  the  property  sold  under  it  It  is 
stated  also,  that  the  complainant  as  trustee  received  notice  of  the 
sale.  This  may  be  ground  for  complaint  on  the  part  of  the  ces- 
tuys  que  trust  to  the  deed,  if  their  interests  were  prejudiced  by  it ; 
but  it  is  a  matter  for  which  the  complainant  could  not  be  responsi- 
ble to  the  defendant  in  his  character  of  judgment  creditor  of  the 
grantor  in  the  deed.    It  is  said  also,  that  some  two  or  three  of 
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these  older  executions  bad  been  previously  levied,  and  those  levies 
afterwards  dismissed.  This  would  at  most  only  go  to  show  that  the 
subsequent  executions  wq;re  irregular ;  a  matter  with  which  the 
complainant  clearly  had  no  concern,  and  of  which  he  could  not 
have  taken  advantage,  he  not  being  a  party  to  the  record.  Wat- 
kins  V.  Walker,  4  Bibb,  411.  But  the  first  levy  having  been  dis- 
missed for  sufficient  reasons,  the  plaintiffs  in  execution  had  aright 
to  make  a  new  levy.  It  is  true  that  after  a  sufficient  levy  on  a 
defendant's  property,  he  is  liable  to  no  further  distress  so  long  as 
the  property  is  withheld  from  him ;  but  if  the  levy  be  dismissed, 
and  the  property  restored  to  him,  he  is  liable  to  a  new  levy.  Mor- 
row ».  Hart,  1  Marshall  292.  From  any  view  which  I  have  taken 
of  this  case,  I  have  not  been  able  to  perceive  how  the  acts  of  the 
complainant,  as  connected  with  the  executions  older  than  that  of 
defendant,  could  in  any  way  have  affected,  injiured  or  impaired 
the  rights  of  the  defendant. 

It  is  alledged  by  the  complainant's  bill,  and  not  denied  by  the 
answer,  that  the  whole  of  the  trust  property  in  the  hands  of  the 
complainant  was  exhausted  by  executions  on  judgments  older 
than  the  defendants.  It  is  obvious,  then,  that  the  claim  made  by 
the  complainant  to  the  property  levied  on  by  the  defendant,  did 
not  put  the  latter  in  any  worse  condition  than  he  would  have  been 
if  such  claim  had  not  been  made,  inasmuch  as  the  defendant's 
judgment  must  have  been  postponed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
older  judgments ;  and  yet  the  defendant  seeks  to  make  the  com- 
plainant liable  for  property  which  he  could  not  have  subjected- to 
his  judgment,  and  which  the  complainant  was  prevented  from  de- 
livering in  discharge  of  the  defendant's  judgment  against  him  by 
the  force  and  operation  of  law,  a  fact  which  he  could  not  have 
shown  on  the  trial  at  law. 

It  would  seem,  then,  that  the  defendant  has  obtained  a  judg- 
ment at  law  against  the  complainant,  under  circumstances  which 
render  it  inequitable  that  it  should  be  enforced.  It  would  seem 
that  the  defendant  should  not  be  in  justice  allowed  to  recover 
more  from  the  complainant  than  he  could  have  realized  out  of  his 
jadgment  against  Carradine.  If,  then,  it  appears  that  he  could 
have  recovered  nothing  from  Carradine,  he  should  recover  nothing 
from  the  complainant.    In  the  case  of  Harrison  v,  Harrison,  1  Lit- 
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tell  Rep.  144,  where  a  judgment  had  been  obtained  against  a 
sheriff  for  failing  to  return  an  execution,  it  was  held  that  he  might 
avoid  the  judgment  in  equity  and  goq^  conscience;  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  receive  the  money  of  the  defendant  upon  the 
execution.  This  case  is  analogous  in  principle  to  the  one  here 
under  consideration.  From  this  view  of  the  case,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  must  be  overruled. 
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After  a  final  decree  and  ezecation  has  ianied  thereon,  a  anpersedeaa  may  he  granted 
upon  soffident  cause. 

Where  seventeen  elaves  were  sold  under  an  execation  from  chancery,  and  the  hill  of 
sale  to  the  purchaser  misdescribed  four  of  said  slaves,  as  follows:  Bob  Chessen  as 
Boh  CAtsm,  Cooper  as  Fronds  Cooper,  MeniU  Prudence  as  Merriit,  and  George 
Ray  as  Ray — Held,  that  this  was  not  a  sufficient  ground  to  sustain  a  supersedeas. 

At  the  January  tenn,  1839,  the  complainant  obtained  a  decree 
of  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  of  certain  negro  slaves  therein  meor- 
tioned,  in  number  thirty-five;  and  an  order  of  sale  of  said  n^roes, 
on  a  credit  of  six  months,  the  purchaser  giving  bond  and  security. 
Some  of  the  negroes  were  in  Madison  county,  some  in  Warren, 
some  were  dead,  some  had  been  transported  out  of  the  state,  and 
some  were  supposed  to  be  in  the  state,  but  had  not  been  found. 
The  decree  specified  the  time  of  sale  of  such  of  the  negroes  as 
were  in  Madison  and  Warren  counties,  and  made  a  provision  fox 
the  sale  of  the  others  as  they  should  be  found. 

The  negroes  in  Madison  county  were  sold  by  the  sheriff  on  the 
29th  of  April,  1839,  to  John  B.  Conger,  (the  petitioner,)  under  the 
decree,  for  which  the  sheriff  executed  to  Conger  a  bill  of  sale, 
which  is  made  part  of  Conger's  petition.  The  bond  which  Con- 
ger and  his  securities  executed  for  the  purchase  money,  was  ror 
turned  to  the  court,  with  the  return  or  report  of  the  sheriff  of  the 
fact  of  the  sale  of  the  negroes  in  Madison  under  the  decree,  an4 
the  taking  therefor  bond  and  security,  &c. 

This  bond  was  forfeited  by  non-payment  at  its  maturity,  and 
the  forfeiture  operated  as  a  judgment,  upon  which  execution  i^u- 
ed  to  the  sheriff  of  Claibome  county,  returnable  to  June  term^  184Sk 
This  execution  was  returned  '^o  property  found,"  although  it  was 
notorious  that  Conger  was  a  man  of  great  wealth,  and  had  real 
property  and  slaves  in  the  coimty  of  Claibome. 

At  the  June  term,  1840,  an  alias  execution  issued  to  the  sheriff 
of  Claibome  county,  returnable  to  the  present  term  of  this  court-^ 
iv'hich  has  not  been  returned. 
Vol.  I.— 23 
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On  the  third  day  of  the  tenn,  Conger  filed  his  petition  for  a 
supercedeas,  which,  on  the  seventh  day  of  the  term,  was  granted. 

The  petition  for  a  supereedeas  sets  forth,  that,  under  the  for^po. 
ing  decree,  the  sheriff  of  Madison  advertised  and  sold  to  the  said 
Conger  seventeen  negro  slaves  therein  named,  for  the  aggregate 
sum  of  twelve  thousand  one  hundred  and  thirty-five  dollars,  for 
which  he  gave  bond,  &c.;  and  that  said  sheriff  executed  to  him  a 
bill  of  sale  of  the  negroes  so  purchased  by  him,  but  that  some 
time  afterwards  he.  Conger,  discovered  that  the  bill  of  sale  only 
conveyed  to  him  thirteen  negroes,  and  that  said  bill  of  sale  misde- 
scribes  the  names  of  some  of  them;  that  the  sheriffs  report  has 
never  been  confirmed;  that  executions  issued  as  aforesaid;  and  in 
the  afidavit  Conger  swears  that  he  has  all  the  seventeen  negroes 
in  his  possession. 

Such  are  the  &cts  as  they  appear  on  the  record.  The  motion  is  to 
set  aside  the  supercedeas  as  altogether  irregular  and  unprecedented. 

Mandeville  for  the  motion. 

First  A  supersedeas  does  not  lie  after  a  judgment  by  this  court 
and  execution  thereon.  The  forfeiture  of  Conger's  bond  for  the 
purchase  money  was,  by  operation  of  law,  a  judgment,  and  cured 
all  errors.  The  High  Court  has  expressly  decided  this  in  the  case 
of  the  forfeiture  of  a  forthcoming  bond,  to  which  this  is  exactly 
similar. 

Second.  The  alias  execution  was  returnable  by  law  to  the  first 
day  of  this  term,  and  the  petition  for  a  supercedeas  was  not  made 
until  the  third  day,  two  days  after  the  return  day,  and  after  the 
sheriff  was  bound  by  law  to  have  brought  the  money  into  court, 
and  the  execution  with  the  return  of  ^'satisfied."  The  execution 
expired  on  the  first  day  of  the  term,  and  the  order  presents  the 
singular  incongruity  or  impossibility  of  superceding  an  execution 
after  it  was  fullYJuncttts  officio.  The  order  commands  the  sherifiT 
not  to  do  that  which,  by  his  duty,  he  was  bound  to  have  done  al- 
ready, and  which,  in  contemplation  of  law,  he  had  already  done. 
The  order  is  therefore  given  to  arrest  the  completion  of  an  act 
already  completed.  It  is  therefore,  ipso  facio^  null  and  void;  or, 
if  it  have  any  effect  at  all,  it  is  to  give  the  sanction  and  protection 
of  the  court  to  its  own  ministerial  oflicer  for  a  plain  and  deliberate 
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violation  of  the  precept  of  the  court,  and  of  his  sworn  official  duty. 

Third.  Even  if  the  petition  was  not  barred  by  the  judgment 
of  the  court,  and  by  its  ex  post  facto  ^operation,  it  shows  no 
ground  for  a  supercedeas.  It  makes  no  charge  against  the  validity 
of  the  sale,  or  of  any  injury  sustained  by  the  errors  complained 
of  in  the  sheriff's  bill  of  saJe  of  the  negroes.  It  shows  no  cause, 
and  makes  no  prayer  to  set  aside  the  sale,  and  therefore  the  tender 
of  the  negroes  into  court  is  nugatory.  On  the  contrary,  the  pe- 
titioner swears  that  he  has  possession,  and  shows  that  he  has  un- 
disturbed possession,  of  all  the  negroes  which  he  claims,  and  only 
requires  that  a  perfect  title  to  them  should  be  made  to  him.  Be- 
fore such  a  prayer  can  be  entertained  by  the  court,  he  must  bring 
into  court  the  purchase  money,  and  show  that  he  is  claiming  only 
his  rights  and  is  willing  to  perform  his  duties;  and  that  he  is  not 
merely  setting  up  a  sham  complaint  and  availing  himself  of  the 
leniency  of  the  court  to  vex,  delay  and  defraud  an  innocent  party 
of  his  rights,  acquired  under  and  sanctioned  by  the  decree  of  this 
court.  There  is  no  fraud,  collusion  or  improper  conduct  whatever 
chai^ned  upon  the  complainant;  there  is  no  injury  or  damage  what- 
ever charged  to  have  been  received;  there  is  not  even  a  suggestion 
of  any  probable  or  threatened  injury  or  disturbance.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  whole  petition  bears  on  the  face  of  it  conclusive  evidence 
of  its  real  design,  which  is  merely  to  evade  the  just  process  of  this 
eourt  to  compel  the  payment  of  a  debt  for  which  the  petitioner 
himself  shows  that  he  received  a  full  consideration.  He  throws 
no  shadow  of  impeachment  upon  the  contract  by  which  he  is 
bound;  and  appears  before  a  court  of  equity  in  the  unenviable  at- 
titude of  a  man  seeking  to  protract  the  payment  of  a  bona  fidt 
debt,  and  asking  the  interference  of  the  court  to  protect  him  against 
a  remote  contingency  of  disturbance,  without  first  doing  that  jus- 
tice without  which  he  soils  the  portals  of  a  court  of  chancery,  by 
paying  what  he  admits  he  is  bound  to  pay,  and  ought  long  since 
to  have  paid. 

Fourth.  The  sheriff's  bill  of  sale  is  conclusive  after  acceptance 
upon  the  purchaser.  The  sheriff  who  acted  as  commissioner  is  a 
sworn  officer  of  this  court  in  performance  of  the  duties  imposed 
upon  him  by  it;  and  his  acts  in  pursuance  of  his  duty  are  conclu- 
sive evidence  of  the  facts,  until  they  are  avoided  on  the  ground  of 
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fraud.  No  fraud  is  charged  upon  the  sheriff;  but  the  petitioner 
comes  before  the  court  to  impugn  and  invalidate  his  official 
act,  upon  his  simple  and  interested  affidavit  that  he  bought 
more  slaves  than  the  sheriff's  bill  of  sale  gives  him  title  to. 
In  this  state  of  the  case  the  bill  of  sale  is  conclusive,  and 
therefore  the  allegation  in  the  petition,  that  the  petitioner  bought 
more  slaves  than  the  bill  of  sale  conveys  title  to,  affords  no  ground 
for  a  supercedeas.  The  complainant  is  entitled  to  his  money  at 
all  events;  and  the  petitioner  has  his  remedy  by  impeaching  the 
bill  of  sale,  and  requiring  a  title  to  be  made  according  to  the  truth 
of  the  case. 

If  the  purchaser,  through  gross  n^lect,  fails  to  obtain  a  perfect 
title — ^if  with  his  eyes  open  he  takes  a  defective  title,  when  he  had 
a  right  to  demand  a  good  one,  before  complying  with  his  part  of 
the  contract — the  damage  must  be  his  own,  and  not  that  of  an  in- 
nocent party,  whose  property  he  thereby  gets  into  his  possession, 
and  then  refuses  to  give  him  the  stiptilated  consideration  for  it 
The  purchaser  has  acted  in  his  own  wrong;  and  no  man  is 
allowed  by  law,  and  least  of  all  in  equity,  to  take  advantage  of 
his  own  wrong,  to  the  prejudice  of  an  innocent  party. 

Fifth.  Besides,  even  if  the  simple  allegation  of  the  petitioner 
could  nullify  the  official  act  of  the  sheriff,  and  enable  him  to  avail 
himself,  to  th  j  prejudice  of  the  complainant,  of  his  own  neglect 
and  wrong,  the  facts  (taking  them  to  be  true  as  they  appear  before 
the  court,  show  that  the  obtaining  of  a  good  title  is  not  the  real 
object  of  the  petitioner;  but  that  his  main  object  is  to  obtain  de- 
lay.   If  a  good  title  were  his  real  object,  he  would  have  brought 
the  money  into  court,  and  prayed  that  the  court  would  keep  it  un- 
til he  had  obtained  a  good  title,  and  for  the  court  to  direct  a  title 
to  be  made  to  him  according  to  the  truth  of  the  case;  and  this  he 
was  bound  to  do,  so  soon  as  he  discovered  his  title  to  be  defective. 
But  he  does  the  very  reverse.     He  forfeits  his  bond;  he  suffers  two 
executions  to  run  their  whole  length  against  him;  and  when  he 
discovers  that  he  can  no  longer  evade  or  protract  the  process  of 
the  law,  he  then  sets  up  his  defective  title  as  a  groimd  for  still  fur- 
ther delay.    The  petition  alleges  that  some  time  after  the  purchase 
he  discovered  the  defect;  and  yet  he  slumbers  over  it  till  he  has 
exhausted  all  the  indulgencies  of  the  law,  and  again  makes  his 
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own  neglect  a  still  further  pretence  for  indulgence  and  delay.  But 
however  un&Torable  the  attitude  of  the  petitioner,  and  how- 
ever palpal)le  his  design  to  procrastinate  the  payment  for  the 
slaves,  without  the^e  palpable  indici  animi,  the  point  can  not  be 
escaped,  that  his  defective  title,  even  if  true,  is  no  ground  for  a 
supercedeas,  but  merely  for  an  order  to  perfect  his  title. 

Quitman  and  McMurran  contra. 

The  petition  shows  in  this  case  that  the  purchaser  has  not  re- 
ceived a  title  to  the  property  purchased  by  him  under  a  decree  of 
this  court.  By  the  decree,  and  by  general  principles,  he  is  entitled 
to  the  evidence  of  his  title,  and  surely  he  will  not  be  required  to 
pay  his  bond  until  such  title  shall  be  made. 

He  offers  to  return  the  property  purchased,  or  to  pay  the  money 
on  receiving  a  title;  and  has  moved  the  court  for  a  rule  on  the 
commissioner  to  make  a  full  report  of  his  proceedings  under  the 
decree,  and  to  perfect  his  title  according  to  said  decree. 

An  execution  was  out  against  him  for  the  full  amount  of  his 
bond.  It  appears  that  this  bond  was  given  on  the  purchase  of 
some  slaves  not  named  in  the  decree,  and  Ihat  others  named  in  the 
decree  have  not  been  conveyed  by  the  commissioner  as  directed. 

The  petitioners  have  no  remedy  but  to  ask  the  aid  of  the  couri 
to  protect  them  from  the  summary  execution  until  their  title  can 
be  perfected.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  plaintifEs  to  see  that  the  report 
be  corrected  and  the  title  completed,  if  they  desire  to  hold  on  to 
this  sale,  or  if  not,  to  set  aside  the  report  and  take  back  the  slaves, 
or  re-sell  them.  The  commissioner  was  their  officer,  not  ours.  It 
was  their  duty  to  see  to  the  correctness  of  his  proceedings,  in  re- 
toming  his  report. 

The  conduct  of  the  sheriff  of  Claiborne  county  is  not  a  matter 
of  inquiry  here. 

It  is  too  common  for  inferences  of  fraud,  &c.  to  be  drawn 
wherever  a  delay,  however  produced  by  the  error  of  parties  or 
officers,  occurs  in  the  way  of  a  creditor.  The  circumstances  of 
this  petition  and  record  do  not  justify  it 

Has  Conger  the  title  to  the  slaves  purchased,  which  this  court 
has  guaranteed  him  by  the  decree?  If  not,  he  should  not  be 
compelled  to  pay  in  this  summary  way  without  being  heard* 

23* 
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Dismiss  the  supeicedeas  and  make  the  money  on  the  bond,  and 
the  complainants  may  again  seize  on  these  slaves  under  the  further 
sales  of  their  decree. 
The  petition  should  be  answered  before  it  is  disputed. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  case  is  briefly  this.  In  December,  1838,  Robertson  obtained 
a  decree  in  this  court  against  William  G.  Haun,  foreclosing  a 
mortgage,  and  ordering  a  sale  of  a  number  of  negro  slaves,  em- 
braced in  the  mortgage.  At  the  sale  made  by  the  commissioner 
appointed  to  execute  the  decree.  Conger  became  the  purchaser  of 
seventeen  of  the  slaves  sold,  and  gave  bond,  with  security,  accord- 
ing to  the  statute  upon  that  subject,  for  the  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase money,  which  bond  was  forfeited,  and  an  execution  issued 
thereon,  against  which  Conger  filed  his  petition  and  obtained  a 
supercedeas,  alledging  certain  errors  and  defects  in  the  proceeding 
which  are  supposed  to  affect  his  title  to  the  slaves  which  he  so 
bought.  A  motion  is  now  made  to  discharge  that  supercedeas. 
The  counsel  for  the  motion  has  thought  proper  in  his  written 
argument  to  designate  the  order  granting  the  supercedeas  as  un- 
precedented. To  this  it  may  be  remarked,  that  it  does  not  follow, 
as  a  very  Ic^cal  conclusion,  that  a  case  without  an  exact  prece- 
dent is  therefore  without  the  pale  of  remedial  justice.  Some 
reference  to  the  practice  of  courts  of  chancery  in  regard  to 
judicial  sales,  both  in  England  and  the  United  States,  would 
doubtless  have  saved  counsel  from  falling  into  this  error.  The 
theory  of  sales  of  this  character  is,  that  the  court  is  itself  the  ven- 
dor, and  the  commissioner  or  master  its  mere  agent  in  executing 
its  will.  The  whole  proceeding,  from  its  incipient  stage  up  to  the 
final  ratification  of  the  reported  sale  and  the  passing  of  the  title  to 
the  vendee  and  the  money  to  the  person  entitled  to  it,  is  under 
flie  supervision  and  control  of  the  court  The  court  will  confirm 
or  reject  the  reported  sale,  or  suspend  its  completion,  or  even  set 
aside  the  confirmation  of  the  report,  according  as  the  law  and 
justice  of  the  case  may  require.  Even  after  the  confirmation  of 
a  reported  sale  if  it  appears  that  any  fraud,  error  or  mistake  has 
intervened,  injuriously  affecting  the  interest  of  the  parties  con- 
cerned, the  coiut  will  set  aside  the  order  of  confirmation  and  rec- 
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tify  the  evil,  or  order  a  le-sale  upon  petition  for  that  purpose.  In 
such  case  the  purchaser  is  not  required  to  file  a  bill,  but  may  at- 
tain his  ends  by  mere  petition.  Laight  v.  Pell,  1  Edw.  Ch.  R.  677; 
2  MoUay  386;  2  M'Cord's  Ch.  R.  169;  2  Har.  and  John.  346. 

The  practice  in  this  state  in  relation  to  such  sales,  has  not  beea 
very  r^ular  or  uniform.  By  the  English  practice  the  whole  pro- 
ceeding is  considered  in  fieri  until  the  report  is  confirmed,  the 
purchase  money  paid,  and  the  conveyances  executed  and  de- 
livered. After  a  confirmation  of  the  report  of  sale,  a  rule  is  then 
made  upon  the  purchaser  to  pay  the  purchase  money  into  court; 
this  done,  a  reference  is  made  to  the  master  to  report  whether  n 
good  title  can  he  made;  and  upon  his  reporting  in  the  aflSLrmative 
the  money  is  ordered  to  be  paid  over  and  the  titles  delivered. 
Blake's  Ch.  312.  This  practice  has  not  been  strictly  adhered  to 
in  this  state.  Heretofore,  as  far  as  my  knowledge  of  the  practice 
goes,  it  has  been  the  habit  of  the  commissioners  to  give  titles  as 
soon  as  the  purchaser  paid  the  purchase  money,  or  if  sold  on 
credit,  as  soon  as  the  bonds  were  executed  and  delivered.  Although 
we  may  not  have  adopted  the  English  practice  in  form,  yet  its 
leading  principles  have  doubtless  been  preserved.  I  entertain  no 
doubt  then  that  the  petitioner,  so  far  as  form  is  concerned,  is 
rightly  before  the  court.  The  only  question  then  is,  whether  he 
has  shown  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  the  relief  asked  for. 

There  are  two  grounds  taken  in  the  petition.  First  That  the 
names  of  a  portion  of  the  slaves  purchased  by  him,  as  designated 
by  his  bill  of  sale  from  the  commissioner,  are  not  embraced  and 
described  in  the  decree  under  which  he  purchased.  I  think  it  is 
obvious  that  the  names  of  the  slaves  which  the  petitioner  says  are 
not  mentioned  in  the  decree,  are  in  fact  there  sufficiently  described 
to  leave  no  doubt  that  they  are  identically  the  same  with  those 
mentioned  in  the  bill  of  sale.  Although  there  is  some  variance 
between  the  description  in  the  bill  of  sale  and  in  the  decree,  yet  I 
think  it  will  be  found  to  consist  rather  in  the  difference  of  spelling, 
and  the  addition  or  omission  of  surnames,  than  in  fact.  The 
slaves  are  described  in  the  decree  as  Bob  Chesser,  Cooper,  Merritt 
Prudence,  George  Ray,  and  Bill  Gage.  In  the  bill  of  sale  as  Bob 
Ghism,  Francis  Cooper,  Merritt,  Ray,  and  Bill  Gage.  It  will  thus 
be  seen  that  the  names  correspond,  except  that  in  one  instrument 
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they  are  described  by  two  names,  and  in  the  other  by  one  of  (hose 
names  only.    The  decree  orders  the  sale  generally  of  all  the  slaves 
mentioned  in  the  mortgage,  and  then  makes  an  attempt  at  describ- 
ing them.    The  slaves  bought  by  the  defendant,  as  named  in  his 
biU  of  sale,  are  found  to  correspond  with  those  named  in  the  mort- 
gage.   If,  therefore,  there  was  even  a  total  omission  of  the  names 
in  the  descriptive  part  of  the  decree,  I  do  not  think  that  it  would 
at  all  affect  the  petitioner's  title;  id  certum  est  quod  cerium  potest 
reddi.    The  omission  in  the  descriptive  part  of  the  decree  amounts 
at  most  to  a  mere  clerical  misprison,  which  could  be  corrected  at 
any  time  upon  proper  application.  Tomlins  v,  Polke,  1  Russell  475. 
The  second  ground  taken  in  the  petition  is,  that  four  of  the 
slaves  bought  by  him  are  not  included  in  the  bill  of  sale.    I  can- 
not admit  that  this  renders  his  title  defective,  although  the  decree 
directs  the  commissioner  to  make  a  bill  of  sale.    This  is  intended 
for  the  mere  convenience  of  the  purchaser,  and  is  not  an  essential 
ingredient  in  his  title.     The  commissioner  acts  as  the  mere  agent 
of  the  court  in  selling.    It  would  not  be  pretended  that  in  a  case 
between  private  parties  where  an  agent  was  authorized  to  sell  per- 
sonal property  and  gave  a  bill  of  sale,  that  such  bill  of  sale  was 
indispensible  to  the  purchaser's  title.    In  the  sale  of  personal  pro- 
perty the  title  passes  by  delivery ;  it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should 
be  evidenced  by  writing.    It  would  be  perfectly  competent  for 
the  petitioner  to  establish  his  title  to  these  slaves  by  parol  evidence 
connected  with  the  decree  and  mortgage  in  the  case.    Although 
the  court  will  always  protect  its  purchaser  in  a  fair  exercise  of  his 
rights,  yet  it  will  not  permit  him  to  avoid  the  sale  by  formal  or 
technical  objections  to  the  title.    The  objections  here,  as  I  under- 
stand them,  are  not  that  the  petitioner  did  not  obtain  a  title  to  the 
slaves  by  his  purchase,  but  that  the  evidence  of  that  title  is  irr^- 
ular  and  defective.    A  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale  as  in  all  others, 
claiming  to  be  relieved,  should  make  out  a  fair  and  plain  case  for 
relief;  it  is  not  every  small  defect  or  variation  from  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  property  sold,  that  will  avail  him.    If  he  gets  substan- 
tially what  he  contracted  for,  he  must  be  satisfied.     2  Harris  and 
Gill,  390. 

I  am  accordingly  of  opinion  that  the  supercedeas  granted  in  this 
case  be  discharged. 
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A  conrt  of  equity  will  not  pennit  a  plaintiff  at  law  to  enforce  against  the  defendant  the 
eollection  of  a  debt,  when  the  defendant  stands  as  surety  for  the  plaintiff  to  an 
amount  greater  than  that  sued  for,  unless  the  plaintiff  will  fully  indemnify  the  defend- 
ant against  his  liability  as  his  surety,  more  especially  if  the  plaintiff  is  shown  to  be 
insoWent 

A  surety  has,  in  respect  of  his  liability,  the  right  of  a  creditor  as  against  his  prindpah 
and  upon  the  insoWen<7  of  the  principal  debtor  he  may  retain  any  funds  belonging 
to  such  debtor  by  way  of  indemnity  against  his  liability* 

Some  time  ia  the  year  1837,  Richard  Abbey  indorsed  several 
promissory  notes  for  J.  N.  Dickinson,  which  were  discounted  in 
bank  for  the  benefit  of  Dickinson,  who  loaned  Abbey  $1000  of  the 
amount,  for  which  Abbey  gave  Dickinson  his  promissory  note, 
with  the  understanding  that  Abbey  was  not  to  repay  the  $1000  so 
long  as  the  notes  on  which  he  was  liable  as  indorser  for  Dickin- 
son were  unpaid.  Soon  after  this  agreement  was  made,  Dickin- 
son died,  and  William  Yan  Campcn,  his  administrator,  sued  Abbey 
on  the  note  given  by  him  to  Dickinson  for  the  $1000,  while  the 
notes  on  which  Abbey  was  surety  for  Dickinson  remained  unpaid. 
Abbey  informed  Yan  Campen  of  the  agreement  with  Dickinson 
in  his  lifetime,  whereupon  Yan  Campen  assured  Abbey  that  the 
estate  of  Dickinson  was  abundantly  able  to  pay  all  its  liability, 
and  woidd  do  so ;  and  upon  this  assurance  Abbey  suffered  Yan 
Campen  to  obtain  a  judgment  at  law  for  the  $1000,  without  set- 
ting up  the  said  agreement  as  a  defence  to  the  action.  Execution 
issued  on  the  judgment  against  Abbey,  and  he  gave  a  forthcoming 
bond,  which  was  forfeited  in  October,  1838.  About  this  time  Yan 
Campen  represented  the  estate  of  Dickinson  to  the  probate  court 
as  insolvent,  and  had  commissioners  of  insolvency  appointed  by 
the  court.  Up  to  this  time  none  of  the  notes  on  which  Abbey  was 
surety  for  Dickinson  had  been  paid. 

Abbey  filed  his  bill  in  chancery  to  restrain  the  collection  of  the 
judgment  at  law  against  him,  until  the  said  notes  on  which  he  was. 
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surety  were  paid.  The  injunction  prayed  for  was  granted,  where- 
upon Yan  Campen,  as  administrator,  filed  his  answer  to  the  bill, 
denying  all  knowledge  of  the  indorsement  by  Abbey  of  Dickin- 
son's notes,  and  also  of  the  agreement  set  forth  in  Abbey's  bill,  ex- 
cept that  he  had  seen  Abbey's  name  indorsed  on  the  notes  referred 
to ;  and  charges  that  Abbey  made  a  vigorous  defence  of  the  action 
at  law  now  sought  to  be  enjoined. 

The  defendant  then  moved  the  court  to  dissolve  the  injunction 
on  bill  and  answer. 

Montgomery  and  Boyd  for  complainant. 

Hewitt  and  Carson  for  defendant 

The  Chancellor. 

This  case  was  submitted  on  a  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction 
therein.  The  answer  does  not  deny  tlie  agreement  upon  which 
I  conceive  the  equity  of  the  bill  rests. 

Here,  then,  is  an  express  agreement,  by  which  Abbey  was  at 
liberty  to  withhold  the  payment  of  the  note  for  one  thousand  dol- 
lars, upon  which  he  is  sued,  until  Dickinson  should  release  him 
from  his  liability  as  surety  on  notes  made  by  Dickinson  and  in- 
dorsed for  his  accommodation  by  Abbey.  This  is  certainly  such 
an  agreement  between  principal  and  surety  as  a  court  of  equity 
would  enforce  for  the  protection  of  the  latter.  The  all^tion  of 
the  bill  on  this  subject  is  not  denied,  and  therefore  stands  admit- 
ted, on  a  mere  motion  to  dissolve. 

I  entertain  no  doubt,  however,  that  Abbey  would,  upon  well 
considered  principles  of  equity,  have  been  entitled  to  die  relief 
which  he  asks,  even  independent  of  the  agreement  set  up  by  the 
bill,  if  the  suit  had  been  brought  by  Dickinson,  in  his  life  time, 
against  him.  A  court  of  equity  would  not  permit  a  plaintiff  at 
law  to  enforce  against  the  defendant  the  collection  of  a  debt,  when 
the  defendant  stood  as  surety  for  the  plaintiff  to  an  amount  greater 
than  that  sued  for,  unless  the  plaintiff  would  fully  indemnify  the 
defendant  against  his  liability  as  his  surety,  and  especially  if  the 
plaintiff  were  shown  to  be  insolvent.  It  would  be  rank  injustice 
.to  permit  a  principal  to  collect  a  debt  from  his  surety,  and  at  the 
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same  time  leave  his  surety  to  pay  a  debt  for  him,  without  the 
most  distant  hope  of  reimbursement. 

A  surety  has,  in  respect  of  his  liability,  the  rights  of  a  creditor, 
as  against  his  principal;  and,  upon  the  insolvency  of  the  prin- 
cipal debtor,  he  may  retain  any  funds  belonging  to  such  debtor,  by 
way  of  indemnity  against  his  liability;  otherwise  a  surety  in  such 
a  case  would  be  wholly  without  remedy,  when  the  plainest  prin- 
ciples of  justice  are  in  his  favor.  The  cases  of  Williams,  Adm'r. 
V.  Helm  et  al  1  Dev.  Eq.  R.  151,  and  Battle  v.  Hart,  2  Dev.  Eq. 
R.  31,  are  fully  in  support  of  this  view  of  the  case. 

The  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  must  be  overruled. 
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David  B.  Allen  v.  Samuel  Hopson. 

A  party  purchasing  a  defective  title,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  defeeti,  cannot  after- 
wardfl  avail  himself  of  such  defects  as  a  ground  fat  relief  against  the  payment  of 
the  purchase  money. 

Fraud  is  equally  cognizable  at  law  as  in  equity.  The  only  reason  for  coming  into  a 
court  of  chancery  in  such  cases  is  for  discovery ,  which  is  not  asked  in  this  case. 

Where  a  judgment  had  been  obtained  at  law,  and  the  defendant  sought  to  avoid  that 
judgment  by  a  bill  in  chancery,  charging  fraud  and  illegality  in  the  original  con- 
tract; held  by  the  court,  that  this  defence  might  have  been  made  at  law,  and  |that 
the  judgment  of  the  court  of  law  precluded  the  complainant  from  coming  into  a 
court  of  chancery. 

Courts  of  equity  will  deaee  void  contracts  to  be  delivered  up;  but  where  they  are 
sought  to  be  enforced,  courts  of  law  may  equally  declare  them  void. 

This  bill  states  that  in  December,  1835.  David  B.  Allen,  the 
complainant,  purchased  of  Samuel  Hopson  a  tract  of  land,  lying 
in  the  county  of  Coahoma,  and  agreed  to  pay  for  said  land  forty- 
seven  hundred  dollars;  twenty-two  hundred  of  which  was  to  be 
paid  to  Wiley  Davis,  John  B.  Davis  and  A.  A.  Halsey,  of  whom 
Hopson  bought  the  land,  and  to  whom  he  owed  that  sum  of  the 
original  purchase  money,  and  twenty-five  hundred  dollars  to  said 
Hopson.  Allen  txecuted  an  obligation,  binding  himself  to  take 
up  Hopson's  obligation  to  the  Davises  and  Halsey,  and  also  an 
obligation  to  Hopson  to  pay  him  the  sum  of  twenty-five  hundred 
dollars,  one  half  on  the  first  of  July,  1837,  and  the  residue  on  the 
first  of  July,  1838.  This  latter  part  of  the  agreement  will  ap- 
pear more  fully  by  the  following  bond: 

"Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  David  B.  Allen,  am 
held  and  firmly  bound  unto  Samuel  Hopson,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
in  the  just  and  full  sum  of  twenty-five  hundred  dollars,  to  be  paid 
in  two  several  equal  payments,  viz:  one  thousand  two  hundred 
and  fifty  dollars  on  the  first  day  of  July,  1837,  and  the  Second 
payment  of  one  thousand  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  to  be 
made  on  the  first  day  of  July,  eighteen  hundred  and  thirty-eight, 
well  and  truly  to  be  paid,  I  bind  mjrself,  my  heirs,  execu^ 
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tors  and  administrators  finnly  by  these  presents.  In  witness 
whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  seal,  this  12th  day  of 
December,  1835. 

"The  condition  of  the  above  obligation  is  such,  that  if  Wiley 
Davis,  John  B.  Davis  and  A.  A.  Halsey,  of  the  state  of  Missis- 
sippi, do  not  make  a  bona  Jidt  right  and  title  to  David  B.  Allen 
to  a  certain  tract  of  land,  which  Samuel  Hopson  cleared,  cultiva- 
ted* and  lived  on,  on  the  river  Sunflower,  in  the  state  of  Missis- 
sippi, by  the  first  day  of  July,  1836,  then  the  said  David  B.  Allen 
is  to  return  the  said  land  to  the  said  Samuel  Hopson  on  the  first 
day  of  January,  1837,  or  otherwise  pay  the  above  sum  of  twen- 
ty-five hundred  dollars,  according  to  the  specification  of  the  above 
obligation,  and  which  obligation  is  to  remain  in  full  force  and 
virtue. 

*'And  it  is  further  distinctly  understood,  that  if  said  Wiley 
Davis,  John  B.  Davis  and  A.  A.  Halsey  fail  to  make  a  title  to  said 
land,  and  the  said  David  B.  Allen  chooses  to  take  the  chances  of 
the  government  and  others  for  a  right  and  title  to  said  land,  at  the 
time  aforesaid  to  return  said  land,  then  this  obligation  to  be  in  fiill 
force.  (Signed)        David  B.  Allen.  [Seal.] 

«J.  P.  McDonald,  ;  wi^^,,^j. 

Geo.  B.  Hopson,    \ 

Hopson  represented  the  title  to  the  land  to  have  been  secured 
by  an  Indian  reservation  claim  called  a  ^' float,"  and  referred 
Allen  to  one  J.  P.  McDonald,  who  assured  Allen  that  the  state- 
ment of  Hopson  was  correct;  said  there  was  scarcely  any  doubt 
about  the  title,  and  advised  Allen  to  complete  the  contrtot. 
Under  this  advice,  in  February,  1837,  Allen,  at  the  request  of 
Hopson,  executed  his  two  obligations  for  twelve  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars  each,  payable  respectively  on  the  first  day  of  July,  1837, 
and  1838,  and  took  in  the  bond  above  set  forth.  Hopson,  at  the 
time  of  said  sale,  was  settled  on  the  land,  and  had  made  improve- 
ments thereon,  which  were  included  in  the  purchase.  Suits  were 
brought  on  the  said  notes  of  Allen  to  Hopson,  and  judgment 
obtained  thereon  in  October,  1839,  for  two  thousand  and  twelve 
dollars  thirty-one  cents,  some  payment  having  been  made  before 
suit  was  brought. 

The  bill  charges  that  Hopson  never  had  any  title  to  the  land; 
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that  the  title  is  still  in  the  government  of  the  United  States;  that 
Hopson  was  a  mere  trespasser  on  the  same ;  that  the  representa- 
tions of  Hopson  and  McDonald  were  false  and  fraudulent;  that 
the  sale  is  void,  contrary  to  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  in 
opposition  to  the  settled  policy  of  the  government;  that  complain- 
ant has  not  yet  obtained  a  title  to  the  land,  and  is  willing  to  sur- 
render all  claim  thereto,  upon  being  placed  in  his  original  situa- 
tion, and  having  the  money  paid  by  him  returned.  The  bill 
prays  a  perpetual  injunction  against  the  collection  of  Hopson's 
judgments  against  Allen;  a  rescission  of  the  contract,  and  a  return 
of  the  money  paid  by  Allen  on  the  notes  to  Hopson. 

The  answer  of  Hopson  states,  that  on  the  12th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1835,  Allen  came  to  his  house  and  said  he  was  pleased  with 
his  land,  on  which  he  had  built  good  and  comfortable  cabins,  and 
cleared  about  twenty  acres  of  land,  on  which  was  a  fine  crop  of 
com;  the  land  was  fine  cotton  land,  and  exceedingly  fertile  and 
valuable.  Previous  to  that  time  Hopson  had  bargained  with  the 
Davises  and  Halsey  to  secure  a  title  by  'Afloat"  to  said  land,  being 
four  hundred  and  forty  acres.  They  agreed  to  float  the  land  by 
theK  first  day  of  July,  1836,  for  which  Hopson  bound  himself  to  pay 
them  the  sum  of  twenty-two  hundred  dollars.  At  the  strong  soli- 
citation of  Allen,  Hopson  agreed  to  sell  his  possessory  interest  in 
said  land,  his  buildings  and  improvements,  crop  thereon  and  the 
obligation  of  Davises  and  Halsey  to  float  the  land  for  the  sum  of 
forty-seven  hundred  dollars,  as  stated  by  Allen,  the  latter  agreeing 
to  rely  on  the  Davises  and  Halsey,  or  on  the  government  of  the 
United  States  for  his  title,  and  not  on  any  guaranty  of  Hopson. 
Under  this  agreement  Allen  took  possession  of  the  land,  and  still 
has  it.  In  two  or  three  weeks  after  this,  contract  was  made,  Allen 
took  up  the  obligation  of  Hopson  to  the  Davises  and  Halsey,  for 
floating  the  land,  and  the  same  was  cancelled  and  Allen's  obliga- 
tion substituted  therefor.  In  the  month  of  November,  1836,  Allen 
notified  Hopson  that  he  would  keep  the  land,  and  pay  the  twenty- 
five  hundred  dollars,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
Hopson  denies  the  other  material  allegations  of  the  bill,  and  says 
Allen  made  his  full  defence  at  law,  and  cannot  now  be  heard  in 
chancery. 
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A.  M.  Clayton  for  complainants. 

By  the  decisions  of  this  state,  the  sale  of  said  land  and  of  the 
improvements  was  void,  being  contrary  to  the  settled  policy  of  the 
government  of  the  United  States.     1  How.  150. 

The  contract  being  void,  and  founded  on  fraud,  and  contrary  to 
public  policy,  equity  will  still  take  jurisdiction  and  give  relief. 
Apart  from  the  judgment,  there  is  no  doubt  equity  would  give  re- 
lief. In  cases  of  gaming  and  usury,  and  of  other  acts  against  sta- 
tutory provisions,  chancery  often  relieves  against  judgments  found- 
ed upon  instrmnents  contravening  those  statutes.  See  Rex  v.  Duke 
of  Beaufort,  2  Atk.  190;  Rich  v,  Sydenham,  1  Ch.  Cas.  202;  Ch- 
Dig.  193-94;  2  Rob.  Prac.  220. 

The  application  of  this  rule,  and  of  the  principle  of  the  case 
in  1  How.  150,  seems  to  me  to  authorize  the  interposition  of  the 
court  in  this  instance.  The  charge  of  fraud,  too,  against  the  de- 
fendant and  his  agent,  which  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  forms 
an  indisputable  ground  for  the  interposition  of  the  court  All 
which  is  respectfully  submitted. 

Bradford  and  Gholson  for  respondent. 

Defendant  insists,  first,  that,  upon  complainant's  own  showing 
in  the  bill  and  exhibits,  there  was  no  fraud  practised  on  him,  or 
intended  to  be  practised  on  him,  by  defendant,  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  by  any  act  of  Hopson,  or  by  any  one  at  his  instance  or 
procurement;  but  that  complainant  is  only  endeavoring  to  avoid 
what  has  turned  out  a  bad  speculation,  brought  upon  him  by  his 
own  avarice. 

Second.  It  is  clearly  shown  by  the  exhibit  A,  and  complainant's 
manner  of  stating  his  case,  that  nothing  was  ever  sold  by  Hopson 
to  him  but  his  improvements  and  labor,  which  appears  to  have 
been  enjoyed  by  complainant  to  this  day,  without  mdestation  or 
hindrance,  and  which  he  seeks  to  make  perpetual. 

Third.  The  complainant  is  estopped  from  being  heard  in  this 
court,  having  defended  the  case  at  law,  or  at  least  having  had 
every  opportunity  to  have  done  so,  successfully,  if  the  facts  set 
forth  in  his  bill  are  true.  He  had  a  clear,  unembarrassed  defence 
at  law,  and,  having  assigned  no  reason  for  not  making  it,  his  pal- 
pable negligence  will  not  be  excused 
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Where  a  court  of  law  and  a  court  of  equity  have  concurrent 
jurisdiction  of  the  matter  in  dispute,  the  court  which  takes  the  ju- 
risdiction settles  the  matter  conclusively.  Thompson  v.  Hill,  3 
Yerg.  Tenn.  R.  167. 

A  court  of  equity  will  not  entertain  jurisdiction  of  a  cause  which 
has  undergone  a  full  and  fair  investigation  at  law,  unless  the  party 
has  been  prevented,  by  fraud  or  accident,  or  the  act  of  the  oppo- 
site party,  without  any  n^ligence  on  his  own  part,  from  making 
his  own  defence.  3  Yerg.  99,  Thurmond  v,  Durham  and  White; 
Kearney  and  Moore  v.  Smith  and  Jackson,  same  book,  127. 

A  court  of  equity  will  not  entertain  jurisdiction  where  there  has 
been  a  defence  at  law.  Stone  v.  Moody  and  Perry,  6  Yerg.  Tenn. 
R.  31;  see  Lewis's  Ex'ors  v.  Brooks,  ibid.  167. 

Fourth.  The  defendant  should  have  some  reason  why  he  did 
not  defend  at  law,  otherwise,  in  every  case,  a  court  of  equity 
would  entertain  jurisdiction  when  its  powers  were  concurrent 
with  a  court  of  law,  notwithstanding  there  had  been  a  trial  at 
law.  Complainant  should  have  made  an  exhibit  of  the  record  of 
the  suit  at  law,  in  order  to  inform  the  court  that  injustice  had 
been  done  him  by  the  judgment  he  seeks  to  avoid. 

The  Chan^'ellor. 

This  case  ams  submitted  on  a  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction 
on  the  face  of  the  bill. 

That  the  complainant  understood  that  the  title  which  he  was 
purchasing  was  of  a  doubtful  and  embarrassed  character,  is  obvi- 
ous from  the  condition  of  his  bond.  In  the  first  place,  he  seems 
to  have  agreed  to  accept  such  title  as  Davis  and  others  could  make 
him  by  the  1st  of  July,  1836,  with  the  liberty  of  returning  the 
land  to  Hopson  if  they  failed  to  make  him  a  title,  or  of  keeping 
the  land,  and,  in  the  language  of  the  bond,  ''take  the  chances  of 
the  government  for  a  right  and  title  to  said  land,"  in  which  latter 
event  his  bond  to  Hopson  for  the  payment  of  the  money  was  still 
to  be  valid.  This  proves,  demonstrably,  that  Allen  knew  that  he 
was  purchasing  a  matter  of  doubtful  and  hazardous  speculation. 

No  principle  can  be  better  settled,  or  more  consonant  to  sound 
morals,  than  that  a  party  purchasing  a  defective  title,  with  full 
knowledge  on  that  subject,  cannot  afterwards  avail  himself  of  such 
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defects,  as  a  ground  for  relief  against  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money.  But  apart  from  this  view  of  the  case,  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  that  the  judgment  at  law  precludes  the  complainant  from 
coming  into  this  court.  The  two  grounds  upon  which  the  bill 
rests,  are — 

First  The  charge  of  fraud  in  the  vendor;  and, 

Second.  The  allegation  that  the  contract  is  void,  being  a  sale 
made  by  a  mere  trespasser  on  the  land  of  the  United  States. 

Fraud  is  equally  cognizable  at  law  as  in  equity.  The  only  rea- 
son for  coming  into  a  court  of  chancery  in  such  cases,  is  for  dis- 
covery, which  is  not  asked  in  this  case. 

The  other  ground,  to  wit:  the  alleged  illegality  of  the  contract, 
was  equally  available  at  law.  Courts  of  equity  will  decree  void 
contracts  to  be  delivered  up,  but,  where  they  are  sought  to  be 
enforced^  courts  of  law  may  equally  declare  them  void.  This 
latter  qiiestion  was  settled  by  this  court,  and  afterwards  by  the 
High  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals,  in  the  case  of  Green  t;.  Ro- 
binson. 

There  is  no  reason  whatever  assigned  why  defence  was  not 
made  at  law. 

The  inunction  must  be  dissolved  without  damages. 

24^ 
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To  gWe  the  ooart  of  chancery  jarisdietioii  agfiinst  a  single  defendant,  he  must  be  found 
and  served  with  process  within  the  limits  of  this  state,  or  some  property  or  chose  in 
action  most  be  fonnd  hare  upon  which  the  oooit  can  proceed  tn  ram. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  to  compel  the  defendant  to  rescind 
a  contract  entered  into  by  him  with  Hunt,  relative  to  an  exchange 
of  real  estate,  and  for  the  performance  of  which  they  had  mutual- 
ly executed  bonds.  Johnson  failed  to  perform  his  contract,  left 
the  state,  and  at  the  time  this  bill  was  filed  was  a  resident  of  the 
Republic  of  Texas.  An  order  of  publication  was  obtained  and 
publication  made  and  a  pro  confesso  taken. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  case  was  submitted  on  a  pro  confesso.  The  bill  states  the 
non  residence  of  the  only  defendant.  The  object  of  the  suit  is  to 
rescind  a  contract  for  real  estate.  This  is  a  transitory  action,  not 
local. 

To  give  this  court  jurisdiction  against  a  single  defendant,  he 
must  be  found,  and  served  with  process,  within  the  limits  of  the 
state,  or  some  property,  or  chose  in  action  of  his,  must  be  found 
here,  upon  which  the  court  can  proceed  in  rem.  All  courts  pro- 
ceeding according  to  the  course  of  the  conunon  law,  act  either 
upon  the  person  of  the  defendant,  or  upon  the  thing  proceeded 
against.  The  court  must  therefore  have  either  jurisdiction  over  the 
person  of  the  defendant  by  a  service  of  its  process,  or  of  the  thing 
proceeded  against,  or  its  proceeding  will  be  coram  nonjudice^  and 
void.  Neither  of  these  elements  of  jurisdiction  are  found  to  exist 
in  this  case.  The  statutes  of  this  state  prescribing  a  mode  of  con- 
structive service  by  publication  against  absent  defendants,  relates 
as  I  conceive  only  to  cases  in  rem,  where  the  thing  gives  jurisdic- 
tion, or  to  suits  against  a  resident  party  in  which  it  may  be  neces- 
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sary  to  the  puiposes  of  justice,  that  a  non  resident  should  be  as- 
sociated. 

This  is  the  view  which  the  supreme  court  of  Kentucky  took  of 
their  statute,  on  this  subject,  which  is  similar  in  its  provisions  to 
our  own.    Maude  v.  Rhodes,  4th  Dana's  Rep.  144. 

I  am  then  of  opinion  that  the  court  has  not  jurisdiction  over  this 
case.    The  complainant's  bill  is  accordingly  dismissed. 
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A  forth-coming  bond,  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  to  the  sheriff  in  blank,  to  be  soboe- 
qaeotly  filled  up  bj  him  in  its  essentia]  parts,  is  void.* 

The  facts  of  this  case  sufficiently  appear  from  the  argument  of 
counsel  and  the  opinion  of  the  chancellor. 

Rucks  and  Yerger  for  the  motion. 

This  bill  was  filed  to  injoin  two  judgments  on  forth-coming 
bonds,  upon  the  grounds  that  the  bonds  were  signed  in  blank,  and 
afterwards  filled  up  without  authority,  and  in  cases  to  which  they 
were  not  intended  to  apply. 

The  chancellor,  at  the  March  term,  1840,  directed  an  issue  to 
inquire, 

First.  Whether  the  forth-coming  bonds  were  signed  and  de- 
livered in  blank? 

Second.  What  were  those  blanks?  ^ 

Third.  Whether  the  obligors  at  the  time  of  delivery  of  said 
bonds  gave  any  special  authority  to  any  one  to  fill  them  up? 

Fourth.  If  any  such  special  authority  was  given,  whether  it 
was  exercised  by  the  person  to  whom  it  was  given,  and  in  con- 
formity thereto? 

The  issue  was  tried  at  the  May  term  of  the  circuit  court  for 
Yazoo  county,  1841,  when  the  jury  found. 

First.  That  the  bonds  were  signed  and  delivered  in  blank. 

Second.  When  so  signed  and  delivered  they  were  mere  blank 
printed  forms,  containing  neither  the  names,  descriptions  of  either 


«  See  the  case  of  Williams  o.  Cnitcher,  6  Howard's  Rep.  p.  71. 
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of  the  parties,  the  writs  of  fi.  fit,  nor  the  sums  mentioned  in  the 
penalty  of  said  bond,  nor  any  description  of  the  writs  on  which 
said  bonds  were  taken,  nor  the  sums  of  money  commanded  to  be 
made  by  said  writs.  The  said  bonds  were  also  blank  as  to  the 
property  levied  on,  to  whom  it  belonged,  and  also  as  to  the  time 
it  should  be  forth-coming. 

Third.  That'  the  obligors  did  give  authority  to  fill  up  the 
bonds. 

Fourth.  That  the  authority  was  properly  exercised  in  filling 
up  said  bonds,  and  in  conformity  thereto. 

The  judge  certifies  that  he  has  sent  up  all  the  evidence  which 
was  given  to  the  jury  on  the  trial  of  said  issues.  Upon  referring 
to  that  evidence  it  will  be  seen  that  the  jury  decided  the  third  and 
fourth  issues  contrary  to  the  evidence.  There  was,  in  fact,  no 
evidence  to  support  that  finding,  but  the  evidence  wa3  directly 
against  it. 

Thomas  Hall  was  deputy  sheriff  under  Parham  Buford;  knows 
the  bonds  were  blank;  filled  up  one  of  them  himself  for  $5082  26; 
says  he  obtained  the  signatures  of  the  obligors  to  said  bonds  and 
to  two  other  bonds  at  the  same  time;  that  they  were  not  filled  up 
by  any  directions  from  the  obligors,  but  from  the  authority  sup- 
posed to  be  derived  from  the  signatures. 

A.  6.  Harris  was  present  at  the  time  said  bcmds  were  executed 
by  Hugh  Dickson;  there  were  four  of  them;  Dickson  said  nothing 
about  bonding  executions  against  him  as  executor  or  administra- 
tor; the  bonds  were  all  blank;  no  particular  case  was  mentioned 
but  that  of  Rawlings  &  Co. 

A.  H.  Murphy  was  present  when  Hugh  Dickson  was  called 
upon  to  give  forth-coming  bonds.  It  was  done  in  haste.  Witness 
did  not  see  the  obligors  sign  the  bonds,  though  he  filled  up  one 
of  them,  and  made  the  return  on  the  execution. 

Parham  Buford  says  the  bonds  were  blank  when  signed  by  the 
obligors,  except  the  printed  part.  He  is  asked  if  the  obligors  gave 
any  special  authority  to  any  one  to  fill  them  up,  and  answers, 
"they  did."  He  was  then  asked  if  that  special  authority  was  ex- 
ercised by  the  person  to  whom  it  was  given.  To  this  question  he 
ffliswers  by  describing  the  manner  in  which  said  bonds  came  to 
be  signed  in  blank  by  Hugh  Dickson,  who,  he  says,  ''told  me  to 
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fill  them  up;*'  and  he  says  said  bonds  were  filled  up  according  to 
the  authority  given  by  Hugh  Dickson  to  fill  them  up,  according 
to  his  understanding  of  that  authority,  but  that  he  did  not  himself 
fill  up  either  of  said  bonds. 

Thomas  Hall  filled  up  one  of  the  bonds;  tells  us  himself  that 
he  had  no  authority  for  doing  so,  but  that  which  he  supposed  to 
be  derived  from  the  signatures  themselves.  A.  H.  Murphy  filled 
up  the  other.  There  is  no  pretence  that  he  had  any  more  author- 
ity for  doing  so  than  Mr.  Hall  had. 

Parham  Buford  proves  a  special  authority  from  Hugh  Dickson 
to  himself  to  fill  them,  to  wit:  that  Hugh  Dickson  told  him  to  do 
80;  but  he  did  not  fill  up  either  of  them. 

How  then  could  the  jury  say  that  the  obligors  gave  authority 
to  fill  up  the  bonds,  and  that  the  bonds  were  properly  filled  up  in 
conformity  to  the  authority? 

First.  This  is  no  response  to  the  issue,  which  inquires  for  a 
special  authority.  The  jury  take  a  distinction  between  a  general 
authority  and  a  special  authority.  They  agree  with  Hall  and 
Murphy  that  the  signatures  themselves  gave  a  general  authority 
to  fill  them  up.  If  the  jury  had  answered  as  to  a  special  authori- 
ty, they  would  have  said  Parham  Buford  was  specially  authorized 
by  Hugh  Dickson  to  fill  them  up,  but  that  they  were  not  filled 
in  conformity  to  that  authority,  but  were  filled  up,  the  one  by 
Hall,  the  other  by  Murphy.  I  therefore  insist  that  tho  verdict  is 
no  response  as  to  the  third  or  fourth  issues.  If  the  verdict  should 
be  construed  as  deciding  that  the  obligors  gave  authority  to  Hall 
and  Murphy  to  fill  up  the  respective  bonds,  then  w^  insist  that  the 
verdict  has  no  evidence  to  support  it,  but  is  directly  against  the 
whole  evidence  upon  that  subject.  A  verdict  without  evidence 
cannot  stand  at  law,  much  less  a  verdict  contrary  to  the  whole 
evidence. 

The  court  of  law  which  tried  these  issues  had  no  supervisory 
power  over  this  verdict.  That  court  did  right  in  sending  the 
whole  evidence  to  this  court,  to  be  acted  upon  by  the  chancellor. 
There  is  a  distinction  between  a  case  where  this  court  thinks 
proper  to  take  the  opinion  of  a  court  of  law  upon  a  mere  legal 
question,  and  a  case  in  which  this  court  directs  an  issue  of  fact 
In  the  former  case  the  opinion  of  the  court  of  law  is  regarded  as 
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conclusive,  whether  obtained  by  verdict  or  otherwise;  but  in  the 
latter  case  this  court  reserves  to  itself  the  right  to  review  what 
passes  at  law,  and  regards  the  judge's  report  with  a  view  to  collect 
information  to  enable  it  to  proceed  satisfactorily.  Bootle  v.  Blun- 
dell,  19  Ves.  499. 

Taking  the  evidence  and  the  verdict  together,  it  is  clear  beyond 
doubt,  that  these  bonds  were  signed  in  blank;  that  complainants 
did  not  know  to  what  cases  the  respective  bonds  were  intended 
to  be  applied;  that  if  any  authority  was  given  to  fill  them  up, 
(which  is  doubtful,)  it  was  a  mere  parol  authority,  and  the  bonds 
were  not  filled  up  imder  it,  nor  in  pursuance  of  it.  The  High 
Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals,  in  the  case  of  Williams  v,  Crutcher, 
5  How.  71,  have  put  this  question  entirely  at  rest.  They  decide 
that  all  such  bonds  as  these  are  absolutely  null  and  void.  They 
would  have  been  equally  void  if  they  had  been  filled  up  by  Buford 
himself,  in  pursuance  of  a  parol  authority  or  direction.  This 
issue  would  not  have  been  directed,  if  this  question  of  law  had 
been  settled  by  the  High  Court  before  that  time. 

The  Chancellor. 

At  the  time  I  directed  an  issue  in  this  case,  the  decision  of  the 
High  Court  of  Errors,  in  the  case  of  Williams  v.  Crutcher,  5  How. 
Rep.  71,  had  not  been  made.  When  first  looking  into  the  papers 
of  the  case,  although  it  appeared  clear  beyond  doubt  that  the  forth- 
coming bond  which  the  complainants  seek  to  have  declared  void, 
was  blank  in  its  most  essential  parts,  when  it  was  signed,  yet  as  I 
had  some  doubt,  from  the  testimony,  whether  verbal  authority  was 
not  given  to  the  officer  taking  the  bond  to  fill  it  up,  in  conformity 
with  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  intended,  I  directed  an  issue 
mainly  to  ascertain  that  fact.  Some  examination  of  the  authori- 
ties upon  the  question,  had  led  me  to  the  conclusion  that  the  bond 
although  signed  in  blank*  would  be  good,  if  it  should  turn  out 
that  an  express  authority  was  given  at  the  time,  to  fill  it  up  for  a 
specified  purpose,  even  though  that  authority  rested  in  mere  parol. 
I  had  repeatedly  decided,  after  full  examination,  that  mere  implied 
authority  in  such  cases  was  not  sufficient  to  give  validity  to  a  bond 
so  filled  up.  But  examining  the  question  as  one  of  principle,  no 
reason  occurred  to  me  why  parties  signing  and  sealing  a  bond,  with 
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blanks  left  in  it,  might  not  at  the  time  give  express  verbal  authori- 
ty to  another  person  to  fill  those  blanks  so  as  to  make  the  bond 
obligatory. 

That  an  agent  cannot  bind  his  principal  by  signing  and  sealing 
an  instrument  in  the  name  of  his  principal,  unless  his  authority  to 
do  so  was  created  by  an  instnunent  of  equal  dignity,  is  imiyersal- 
ly  admitted.  The  authority  in  such  case  must  be  under  seal,  and 
the  reason  given  is,  that  it  would  be  unreasonable  that  the  powex 
to  make  so  solemn  an  instrument  should  be  transferred  by  any  me- 
dium less  solemn  than  the  act  to  be  done  under  it.  It  is  the  seal, 
then,  which  no  one  may  make  for  another,  without  authority  to  do 
so  derived  through  the  medium  of  a  seal.  And  this  occurred  to  me 
to  be  the  extent  and  limit  of  the  rule.  It  is  quite  certain  that  acts, 
other  than  the  sealing  of  a  deed,  but  which  are  still  necessary  to 
its  validity,  may  be  performed  by  a  mere  verbal  agent.  For  ex- 
ample :  it  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  deed,  that  it  should  be 
delivered ;  but  this  may  be  done  by  a  third  person,  acting  under 
parol  authority  from  the  grantor,  Chadwick  et  al,  v.  Webber  et  aL 
3  Greenleaf  s  Rep.  141.    Verplank  v.  Sterry,  12  John  636. 

In  the  case  before  me  it  appears  that  the  bonds  were  signed,  seal- 
ed and  delivered.  These  were  deliberate  acts,  done  in  part  com- 
pletion of  the  bonds ;  and  nothing  remained  but  to  fill  out  the 
blanks  left  in  themu  The  filling  these  blanks  was  an  act  of  less 
solemnity  than  the  signing  and  sealing,  and  it  appeared  to  me, 
reasoning  from  the  analogies  of  the  law,  that  this  might  be  done 
without  at  all  violating  the  rule  which  requires  an  agent,  when  he 
attempts  to  bind  his  principal  by  a  seal,  to  have  the  authority  of  a 
seal  for  so  doing.  Here  no  signing  or  sealing  was  to  be  done;  that 
ceremony  had  been  already  performed  by  the  obligors  of  the  bond. 
I  thought,  therefore,  that  there  was  no  act  to  be  done  in  the  case 
by  an  agent,  requiring  the  authority  of  a  seal.  In  this  view  of  the 
case  I  found  myself  sustained  by  the  reported  opinion  of  Lord 
Mansfield  as  cited  in  1  Aust.  228,  and  by  the  opinions  of  the  su- 
preme courts  of  New- York  and  Pennsylvania,  as  reported  in  8th 
Cowan,  118,  and  in  17th  Serg.  and  Rawle,  438.  I  was  aware 
that  the  question  had  been  decided  differently  in  several  of  the 
states.  A  difierent  rule  has  been  at  least  laid  down  by  the  courts 
of  Tennessee  andNorth  Carolina,  and  Judge  Trotter  in  delivering 
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the  opinion  of  the  supreme  court  of  this  state,  in  the  case  before 
referred  to,  sustains  that  view  of  the  law.  Nothing  remains  for  me 
but  to  follow  that  decision ;  in  doing  which  it  becomes  unneces- 
sary for  me  to  enquire  whether  the  finding  of  the  jury  under  the 
issue  directed  is  sustained  by  the  testimony  or  not,  as  according  to 
that  decision,  the  enquiry  which  was  made  is  wholly  inunaterial  to 
the  case.  I  shall  accordingly  direct  that  the  finding  of  the  jury, 
and  the  order  directing  an  issue  to  be  tried,  be  set  aside,  and  that 
a  decree  be  prepared,  declaring  the  forth-coming  bonds  made  by 
the  complainants,  void,  and  perpetually  enjoining  any  execution 
thereon.  The  costs  of  the  case  must  be  paid  by  the  complainant 
ToL.l— 25 
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An  infant  is  entitled,  under  a  gcneial  ancrwer,  to  aTail  himself  of  any  defence  against 
a  bill  which  he  might  have  specially  insbted  on.  The  court  will  not  permit  the 
rights  of  in&nts  to  be  prejudiced  by  any  omission  of  their  guardian  ad  litem. 

Proof  of  admissions  made  by  a  deceased  vendor,  at  a  remote '  period,  should  be 
received  with  dae  caution,  especially  when  it  is  sought  by  such  admissions  to  take 
a  case  without  the  operation  of  an  existing  statute*  The  admission  of  such  testi- 
mony would  invite  the  commission  of  the  very  perjuries  which  it  was  the  object 
of  the  statute  to  guard  against 

Where  possession  is  insLsted  on  as  a  part  performance  of  a  parol  contract  for  the  sale 
of  land,  a  direct  connection  between  the  contract  and  the  posses&ion  must  be  estab- 
lished. 

A  payment  of  a  part  of  the  purchase  money  does  not  constitute  such  part  perfoimance 
as  to  give  validity  to  a  parol  contract  for  the  sale  of  land: 

This  bill  states  that  about  the  year  1830  Resin  Hood  purchased 
of  Richardson  Bowman  a  tract  of  land  in  the  county  of  Yazoo, 
for  the  sum  of  three  hundred  dollars;  that  Hood  immediately 
went  into  possession  of  the  land,  and  commenced  improving  the 
same,  upon  the  faith  and  in  virtue  of  said  purchase;  that  Hood 
remained  in  possession  of  the  land  until  his  death,  in  the  year 
1835;  that  Hood,  previous  to  his  death  paid  the  whole  amount  of 
the  purchase  money,  but  did  not  procure  a  deed  of  conveyance  to 
the  same.  Bowman  died  in  the  year  1834,  leaving  his  widow 
and  several  minor  heirs.  The  contract  of  sale  was  not  in  writing. 
The  heirs  of  Hood  filed  a  bill  against  the  heirs  of  Bowman,  to 
compel  a  specific  performance  of  the  parol  contract,  by  the  exe- 
cution of  a  deed  of  conveyance  to  the  land  in  question. 

Nancy  Bowman,  widow  of  Richardson  Bowman,  deceased,  in 
her  answer  admitted  the  parol  contract  for  the  land,  but  says  that 
the  terms  of  the  contract  were,  that  Hood  was  to  pay  Bowman 
one  hundred  dollars  in  hand  at  the  time  of  the  contract  of  sale , 
and  execute  his  note  to  Bowman  for  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dol- 
lars, payable  on  the  first  of  January,  1831,  with  interest  from  the 


OP  CHANCERY.  291 

Juliet  Hood  etaLv.  Nancy  Bowman  et  oL 

first  day  of  January,  ia  the  year  1830.  Upon  the  payment  of  this 
note,  together  with  the  one  hundred  dollars  in  hand.  Bowman 
was  to  make  a  deed  of  the  land  to  Hood.  At  the  time  of  the  sale 
Hood  paid  only  sixty  dollars,  and  did  not  execute  the  note  for 
two  hundred  dollars,  as  agreed  upon,  nor  has  any  portion  of  the 
purchase  money,  except  said  sixty  dollars,  ever  been  paid.  The 
answer  admits  that  Hood  was  in  possession  of  the  land,  and  had 
been  for  some  time  previous  to  the  contract  of  sale,  but  only  as 
the  tenant  at  will  of  Bowman. 

A  guardian  ad  litem  was  appointed  for  the  minor  heirs  of  Bow- 
man, who  answered  that  he  knew  nothing  of  the  matter  in  con- 
troversy, and  called  on  the  court  to  protect  the  interests  of  the 
infants,  who  were  of  tender  years. 

The  depositions  show  that  Bowman,  previous  to  his  death, 
admitted  the  sale  of  the  land,  and  that  Hood  had  paid  all  or  nearly 
all  of  the  purchase  money;  that  there  could  not  be  more  than 
thirty  dollars  due  at  most,  and  perhaps  not  that,  and  that  Bowman 
said  he  had  promised  to  make  Hood  a  title  to  the  land  on  that 
day,  and  was  then  expecting  a  justice  of  the  peace  at  his  house  to 
take  the  acknowledgement  of  the  deed.  There  were  unsettled 
accoimts  between  Hood  and  Bowman  at  that  time,  and  the  pre- 
cise amount  of  the  payments  could  not  then  be  ascertained,  for 
the  want  of  an  account  of  sales  of  cotton  which  Bowman  had 
shipped  to  market  for  Hood,  and  received  the  proceeds  thereof. 

Thompson  for  complainants. 

It  is  evident  that  Bowman  had  been  paid,  or  had  the  money 
in  his  own  hands  or  subject  to  his  control,  which* Hood's  cotton 
was  sold  for.  He  promised  on  the  day  the  witness  conversed  with 
him  to  make  the  deed,  and  to  have  omitted  to  make  it  was  a  fraud 
or  an  accident  which  the  chancellor,  by  his  decree,  we  contend, 
will  remedy. 

Hughes  for  respondents. 

We  insist  that  the  agreement  cannot  be  executed,  because,  by 
complainant's  own  showing,  it  is  an  agreement  about  lands  by 
parol,  and  the  purchase  money  has  not  all  been  paid,  nor  lasting 
and  valuable  improvements  made  on  the  land.    If  these  two 
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things  had  been  done  under  the  agreement  alleged,  they  would 
have  been  a  part  performance,  and  would  have  taken  the  case  out 
of  the  statute.  See  Wetmore  v.  White,  2  Cain's  Ca.  E.  87.  The 
payment  of  the  money,  or  possession  taken,  or  any  other  single 
act  will  not  be  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  and 
the  act  or  acts  done  must  be  of  that  character  that  to  refuse  execu- 
tion of  the  agreement  would  be  a  fraud.  See  Parkhurst  v.  Yan 
Courtland,  15  John.  R.  15;  S.  C.  1  John.  Ch.  R.  273;  Harris  v, 
Keckerbocker,  5  Wendall,  638;  Gunn  v.  Calder,  2  Dess.  171. 

But  it  may  be  insisted  that  the  answers  do  not  set  up  the  stat- 
ute of  frauds,  and  therefore' that  the  defendants  cannot  claim  its 
benefit  Nancy  Bowman,  who  has  answered,  is  the  widow,  hav- 
ing only  a  life  estate.  She  never  agreed  to  give  up  that  life  estate, 
having  never  relinquished  by  deed,  as  required  by  law,  and  her 
interest  extends  to  one  third  only.  After  her  death  the  fee 
remains  with  the  other  defendants,  who  are  infants.  They  have 
answered  by  their  guardian  ad  litem^  and  although  they  have  not 
plead  the  statute,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  give  them  the  ben- 
efit of  it.    1  Bibb.  204,  Grant's  heirs  v.  Craigmiles. 

The  Chancellor, 

This  is  a  bill  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  parol  contract  fer 
the  purchase  of  land,  upon  the  ground  that  there  has  been  such 
part  performance  as  takes  it  without  the  operation  of  the  statute 
of  frauds.  The  principal  defendants,  who  are  the  minor  heirs  of 
the  vendor,  have  answered  through  their  guardian  ad  litem^  with- 
out insisting  upon  the  statute,  but  have  simply  denied  any  know- 
ledge of  the  alleged  contract,  and  call  on  the  court  to  protect 
theur  interest.  Even  if  the  contract  is  fully  proven,  unless  the 
ca^e  is  otherwise  made  out,  a  decree  would  not  necessarily  follow 
for  the  complainants  because  of  this  omission. 

An  infant  is  entitled,  under  a  general  answer,  to  avail  himself 
of  any  defence  against  the  bill  which  he  might  have  specially  in- 
sisted on.  The  court  will  not  permit  the  rights  of  infants  to  be 
prejudiced  by  any  omission  of  their  guardian  ad  litem.  Sto.  Eq. 
PL  667;  Stephens  v.  Vanburen,  1  Paige,  479. 

In  the  case  of  Grant's  heirs  v.  Craigmiles,  1  Bibb's  R.  203,  this 
question  of  practice  was  directly  decided.    The  court  held,  in 
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that  case,  that  a  bill  for  a  specific  performance  of  a  parol  contract 
for  land,  against  the  minor  heirs  of  the  vendor,  could  not  be  en- 
forced, although  the  statute  against  frauds  was  not  insisted  upon 
in  the  answer  of  their  guardian  ad  litem. 

In  this  case,  the  existence  of  the  contract,  as  set  out  in  the  bill, 
is  fully  made  out  by  the  testimony.  The  principal  question  to  be 
decided  is,  whether  the  testimony  establishes  such  part  perform- 
ance of  this  parol  contract  as  entitles  the  complainants  to  a  specific 
execution.  The  whole  evidence  upon  this  subject  is  directed  to 
prove  admissions  made  by  the  vendor,  in  his  life  time,  with  refer- 
ence to  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money.  No  receipt  or  other 
written  voucher  is  adduced  upon  the  subject  Proof  of  admis- 
sions made  at  a  remote  period,  should  be  received  with  due  cau- 
tion, especially  where  it  is  sought,  through  them^  to  take  a  case 
without  the  operation  of  an  existing  statute.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  admission  of  such  testimony  would  invite  the  commission  of 
the  perjuries  which  it  was  the  object  of  the  statute  to  guard 
against.  However,  even  giving  to  the  testimony  its  broadest  ef- 
fect, it  proves  nothing  more  than  that  depart  of  the  purchase  mo- 
ney was  paid.  No  other  act  of  part  performance  of  the  contract 
is  shown.  It  is  true,  the  widow  of  the  vendor  (who  is  supposed 
to  have  been  made  a  party  on  account  of  her  dower  right)  states, 
that  the  vendee  was  in  possession  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  but 
denies  that  that  possession  had  any  reference  to  the  terms  of  that 
contract.  Suppose  this  admission,  with  its  qualification,  to  have 
any  elSect,  still  it  is  not  evidence  against  the  other  defendants,  who 
are  principally  interested.  There  is  no  evidence  going  to  show 
that  the  vendor  recognized  the  continuing  possession  of  the  pur- 
chaser as  being  held  by  virtue  of  the  contract,  or  that  the  latter 
proceeded  to  make  lasting  improvements  upon  the  land  upon  the 
faith  of  that  contract,  with  the  knowledge  and  approbation  of  the 
vendor. 

There  is,  then,  no  testimony  showing  any  other  act  of  part  per- 
formance of  his  contract,  than  that  of  the  payment  of  a  part  of 
the  purchase  money.  The  proof  fails  altogether  to  establish  any 
direct  connection  between  the  contract  and  the  possession  of  the 
vendee.  This  is  indispensable  where  possession  is  insisted  on  as 
part  performance.    1  John.  C.  R.  131, 146,  Phillips  v.  Thompson. 

26* 
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Although  courts  of  equity,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  fraud, 
have  gone  very  fiu:  in  executing  parol  contracts,  where  there  was 
evidence  of  acts  done  in  part  performance,  yet  it  is  now  generally 
admitted  that  the  exceptions  thus  created  to  the  statute  have  in- 
troduced, nearly  all  the  evils  which  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  legis- 
lature to  avoid;  and  it  is  said  that  the  rule  is  not  to  be  extended 
further.    2  Sch.  &  Lef.  5;  Grant  v.  Naylor,  4  Cranch,  236. 

What  acts  will  constitute  such  part  performance  as  to  give  va- 
lidity to  the  contract,  is  a  question  about  which  the  authorities  are 
not  altogether  uniform.  <[  have  found  no  case  which  goes  the 
length  of  saying  that  a  pa3^nent  of  a,  pari  of  the  purchase  money 
is  sufficient;  the  rule  is  otherwise  laid  down  in  1  Fonb.  Eq.  175. 
Nor  have  I  found  any  case,  except  that  of  Lacon  v.  Mertins,  3  Atk. 
4,  where  the  mere  act  of  paying  the  purchase  money,  uncannected 
with  other  acts,  has  been  deemed  sufficient.  The  cases  of  Clinan 
V.  Cook,  1  Sch.  &  Lef  40;  Frame  v.  Dawson,  14  Ves.  388;  and 
Jackson  v.  Cartright,  5  Munf  308,  seem  to  recognize  a  different 
rule.  Applying  the  principles  of  these  cases  to  the  one  before 
me,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  complainants  have  not  made  such  a 
case  as  entitles  them  to  the  relief  asked. 

The  bill  must  accordingly  be  dismissed,  each  party  paying 
their  own  costs. 
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Haghes,  under  an  execution  in  favor  of  himaelf,  bought  a  lot  of  land  which  had 
previously  mortgaged  to  secure  the  payment  of  two  promissory  notes,  which  re- 
mained unpaid.  The  mortgage,  by  mistake,  described  the  notes  as  £illiog  due  on 
the  first  days  of  January,  1837  and  1838;  whereas  the  notes  were  actually  payable 
on  the  first  days  of  May,  1837  and  1838.  This  mortgage  was  duly  recorded,  but 
Hughes  claimed  to  be  a  bona  fidt  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  without 
notice  of  the  mistake  in  the  mortgage.  Held  by  the  court,  that  the  mortgage  was 
aufiicient  notice  to  put  Hughes  upon  his  inquiry,  which  would  have  readily  led  to  a 
knowledge  of  the  mistake  in  the  description  of  the  notes. '  Whatever  has  a  reason- 
able certainty  as  to  time,  circumstances  and  persons,  is  sufficient  to  put  a  party  upon 
inquliy,  and  amounts  to  evidence  of  notice  to  him. 

To  constitute  a  bona  fidt  purchaser,  there  must  be  a  parting  with  money  or  proper- 
ty, or  the  doing  of  some  act  upon  the  faith  of  the  purchase  itself  which  could  not 

\^  be  retracted;  such  as  executing  a  release  for  a  pre-existing  debt.  Hughes  purchased 
at  the  sheriff's  sale  nothing  more  than  the  mortgagor's  equity  of  redemption,  and 
holds  that,  subject  to  the.  complainant's  right  of  foreclosure. 

Joseph  Callender,  for  a  good  consideration,  executed  to  Amariah 
Rollins  his  two  promissory  notes,  the  first  dated  the  20th  of  April, 
1835,  for  the  sum  of  $950,  payable  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1837; 
the  second  of  the  same  tenor,  amount  and  date,  paytible  on  the 
1st  day  of  May,  1838.  To  secure  the  payment  of  these  notes, 
and  another  note  for  the  sum  of  $895,  made  by  said  Rollins,  dated 
June  7th,  1838,  and  payable  to  H.  M.  Posey  on  the  1st  day  of 
May,  1839,  which  Oallender  had  agreed  to  pay,  Callenderand  his 
wife  executed  a  mortgage  on  lot  No.  2,  in  square  No.  3,  in  the 
town  of  Port  Gibson.  The  attorney  who  drew  the  mortgage  de- 
scribed the  two  notes  for  $950  each  as  payable  on  the  first  days 
of  January,  1837  and  1838,  whereas  they  were  due  and  payable 
on  the  first  days  of  May,  1837  and  1838.  The  original  notes  are 
filed  as  exhibits,  and  charged  to  be  same  notes  secured  by  the 
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mortgage,  and  that  the  misdescription  as  to  the  time  of  payment 
was  a  mistake  of  the  attorney  who  drew  the  mortgage,  which 
was  not  discovered  at  the  time  the  same  was  executed.  This 
mortgage  was  duly  acknowledged  and  recorded.  The  note  for 
$896  was  paid  at  maturity.  At  the  maturity  of  the  next  note, 
$550  was  paid  and  credited  on  the  same,  leaving  a  balance  due 
of  $400.    The  last  note  was  wholly  unpaid. 

In  November,  1836,  B.  Hughes  obtained  two  judgments  against 
Callender,  on  which  executions  subsequently  emanated,  and  were 
levied  on  the  lot  mortgaged  to  secure  the  payment  of  these  notes. 
Under  these  executions  the  lot  was  sold  by  the  sheriff,  and  B. 
Hughes,  the  owner  of  the  executions,  purchased  the  lot,  and  took 
possession  of  the  same. 

In  the  year  1837,  Rollins  transferred  the  note  on  which  $500 
had  been  paid  to  William  Holder;  and  the  note  for  $960,  entirely 
unpaid,  to  James  P.  Parker,  together  with  the  mortgage,  to  secure 
the  payment  of  said  notes.  Molder  and  Parker  obtained  judg- 
ments at  law  on  these  notes  in  May,  1839,  and  the  executions 
thereon  were  returned  nulla  bona.  Rollins  then  filed  his  bill  for 
the  use  of  Molder  and  Parker,  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  on  the 
lot  bought  by^B.  Hughes  at  sheriff's  sale.  Callender  in  his  answer 
admits  all  the  allegations  of  the  bill.  Hughes  in  his  answer  ad- 
mits the  allegations  of  the  bill,  except  as  to  the  mistake  and  mis- 
description of  the  notes  in  the  mortgage;  of  this  he  denies  all 
knowledge  or  notice,  and  claims  to  be  a  bona  fide  purchaser  of 
said  lot  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without  notice  of  the  exist- 
ence of  said  note. 

Thrasher  and  Sellers  for  complainant. 

James  A.  Maxwell  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  complainants  seek  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  given  by  the 
defendants,  Callender  and  wife,  upon  a  town  lot  in  Port  Gibson, 
to  secure  the  payment  of  several  promissory  notes,  payable  to  A. 
Rollins,  and  subsequently  transferred  to  Molder  and  Parker.  The 
notes  are  described  in  the  mortgage  as  payable  on  the  first  of  May, 
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1837,  and  on  the  first  of  May,  1838.  The  notes  prodaced  are 
payable  on  the  first  of  January,  1837,  and  the  first  of  January, 

1838.  This  misdescription  is  alleged  to  be  the  result  of  a  mere 
oversight  or  mistake  of  the  draftsman  of  the  mortgage;  and  this 
all^ation  is  fully  sustained  by  the  proof  in  the  case.  Subsequent 
to  the  date  and  registration  of  the  mortgage,  the  defendant,  Hughes, 
being  a  creditor  of  Callender,  brought  suit  against  him  and  reco- 
vered a  judgment;  upon  which  he  caused  an  execution  to  issue, 
and  had  the  same  levied  upon  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  at  the 
sale  became  himself  the  purchaser  thereof,  and  now  claims  to  hold 
the  same  discharged  from  the  mortgage  of  the  complainants,  al- 
leging that  he  is  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  without  notice  of  the  al- 
leged  mistake  in  the  mortgage  in  describing  the  notes. 

The  validity  of  this  defence  is  the  only  question  presented  for 
my  consideration,  which  raises  at  once  the  inquiry  as  to  what 
&cts  constitute  notice?  as  also  what  constitutes  a  bona  fide  purcha- 
ser in  the  legal  sense  of  that  phrase?  The  answer  of  Hughes  ad- 
mits that  he  knew  of  the  existence  of  the  mortgage,  the  same 
having  been  spread  upon  the  public  records;  but  denies  that  he 
had  notice  of  the  misdescription  of  the  notes  as  to  the  time  of 
their  maturity.  This  mistake  is,  I  think,  unimportant  in  its  bear- 
ing as  to  subsequent  purchasers.  Reference  to  the  condition  of 
the  mortgage  shows  that  the  notes  are  accurately  described  as  to 
dates,  sums,  and  the  names  of  the  parties  thereto.  This  I  think 
was  sufficient  to  communicate  notice  to  the  defendant  of  the  sub- 
stance of  the  whole  transaction.  He  is  there  advised  of  the  fBCtSy 
that  a  mortgage  existed  upon  the  town  lot,  and  that  it  was  made 
to  secure  the  payment  of  a  specified  sum  of  money,  due  from  the 
mortgagor  to  the  mortgagee,  as  evidenced  by  promissory  notes  of 
a  specified  date.  A  knowledge  of  these  facts  was  at  least  suf- 
ficient to  have  superinduced  some  diligence  and  inquiry,  which 
would  have  readily  led  to  a  knowledge  of  the  mistake  in  the  de- 
scription of  the  notes. 

It  is  now  the  settled  doctrine  in  equity,  that  whatever  has  a 
reasonable  certainty,  as  to  time,  circumstances  and  persons,  is  suf- 
ficient to  put  a  party  upon  inquiry,  and  amounts  to  evidence  of 
notice  to  him.    Green  v.  Slater,  4  John.  C.  R.  38;  Daniels  v.  Da- 
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vidson,  16  Ves.  250;  Smith  v.  Low,  1  Atk.  489;  2  Sugd.  on  Ven- 
dors, 290. 

But  whether  the  facts  disclosed  in  the  case  amount  to  notice  or 
not,  they  at  least  show  that  Hughes  is  not  a  bona  fide  purchaser, 
in  the  sense  which  entitles  him  to  protection  in  a  court  of  equity. 
He  bought  in  the  lot  named  in  the  mortgage,  under  his  own  judg- 
ment, for  an  antecedent  debt,  without  paying  any  new  considera< 
tion  therefor.  This  did  not  constitute  him  a  bona  fide  purchaser, 
within  the  legal  acceptation  of  that  phrase.  Arnold  v.  Patrick,  6 
Paige's  G.  R.  316.  To  constitute  such  a  purchaser,  there  must  be 
a  parting  with  money  or  property,  or  the  doing  of.  some  act  upon 
the  faith  of  the  purchase  itself,  which  could  not  be  retracted,  such 
as  executing  a  release  for  a  pre-existing  debt.  Jackson  v.  Camp- 
bell, 19  John.  R.  282,  283. 

I  therefore  conclude  that  Hughes  purchased,  at  the  sheriff's  sale, 
nothing  more  than  the  mortgagor's  equity  of  redemption,  and  that 
he  holds  that  subject  to  the  plaintiflTs  right  of  foreclosure. 

Let  the  mortgage  accordingly  be  reformed,  as  prayed  for,  and  a 
reference  be  made  to  the  clerk  of  the  court  to  compute  the  princi- 
pal and  interest  due  thereon. 
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In  order  to  reach  equitable  assets  or  other  things  not  sabject  to  an  execution  at  law, 
the  remedies  at]  law  must  be  exhausted  by  the  return  of  an  execution  unsat- 
satlafied  ;  and  no  state  of  facts  will  excuse  the  omission  of  such  a  return. 

Where  there  are  seyeral  joint  debtors,  the  creditor  must  exhaust  his  remedy  by  execu- 
tion against  all,  before  he  can  come  into  equity,  unless  one  of  them  should  stand  in 
the  aitnation  of  a  surety  to  the  others. 

Ab  a  general  rule,  the  creditors  of  a  partnership  cannot  enforce  a  claim  purely  legal 
in  its  nature,  against  the  partnership  property,  except  by  an  action  at  law.  An 
exception  to  this  rule  is,  where  the  partnership  is  dissolved  by  the  death  of  one  of 
the  partners;  there  the  remedy  of  the  joint  creditors  at  law  is  against  the  sunrivors 
alone,  but  in  equity  they  may  proceed  jointly  against  the  survivors  and  the  represen- 
tativea  of  the  deceased  partner. 

The  light  to  apply  partnership  property  to  the  payment  of  joint  debts,  only  exists 
as  between  partners  themselves.  They  have  a  right  to  say  that  this  equity  shall 
no  longer  exist,  A  sale  of  the  stock  in  trade  by  one  partner  to  another  puts  an  end 
to  that  equity,  and  the  joint  property  thereafWr  becomes  the  separate  property  of 
the  purchasing  partner,  and  is  not  liable  in  his  hands  to  the  claims  of  the  joint 
creditors. 

This  bill  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  subjecting  firm  assets  to 
the  pa3mient  of  firm  debts,  upon  the  following  state  of  facts: 

In  the  year  1837  Joseph  C.  Lewis,  Joseph  W.  Dobbs  and  Sam- 
uel B.  Cusack,  who  is  now  dead,  were  transacting  a  mercantile 
business  in  Manchester,  as  partners  under  the  firm  and  denomina- 
tion of  "Cusack,  Lewis  &  Dobbs.''  They  purchased  on  credit 
a  large  stock  of  goods,  for  which  promissory  notes  executed  in  the 
firm  name  of  Cusack,  Lewis  &  Dobbs  were  given,  nearly  all  of 
which  remain  unpaid.  Some  short  time  thereafter  the  defendant 
Lewis  sold  out  his  interest  in  the  concern  to  his  co-partners, 
Dobbs  and  Samuel  B.  Cusack.  Some  six  months  thereafter,  they 
sold  the  same  stock  of  goods  to  E.  C.  Wilkinson,  on  a  credit  of 
one,  two  and  three  years,  who  executed  his  notes  therefor  payable 
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to  S.  B.  Cusack  and  Dobbs,  by  their  firm  name  of  Cusack  & 
Dobbs.  The  note  first  due  is  paid.  The  note  secondly  due  was 
deposited  with  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Manchester,  as  collateral 
security  for  a  cotton  bond  held  by  the  bank  against  the  defendant, 
James  W.  Cusack,  and  Dobbs.  It  was  so  deposited  by  James  W. 
Cusack,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  either  of  the  parties 
to  whom  it  belonged.  Said  note  is  still  unpaid.  The  note  falling 
due  thirdly,  has  been  in  part  paid;  it  wsus  divided  into  two  notes, 
one  for  about  two  thousand  dollars,  which  has  been  paid  except 
seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  and  is  now  held  by  defendant, 
Turner;  the  other  for  about  three  thousand  four  hundred  and 
forty  dollars,  now  held  by  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Manches- 
ter,  and  was  also  placed  \vith  the  Bank,  as  collateral  security 
for  a  note  which  has  since  been  paid.  Defendant  Wilkinson 
holds  sets-off  against  the  last  mentioned  note  and  prajrs  for  a  dis- 
closure of  their  amount.  All  the  difierent  assignments  of  these 
notes  were  made  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  defendant 
Lewis,  and  in  fraud  of  his  and  the  complainants'  rights.  James 
W.  Cusack  and  Dobbs  are  both  insolvent,  as  also  the  estate  of  S. 
B.  Cusack.  The  firm  of  Cusack,  Lewis  &  Dobbs  is  indebted  to 
complainants  for  merchandise  sold  them  by  complainants,  and 
which  was  part  of  the  lot  of  goods  sold  by  them  to  Wilkinson. 

The  answer  of  Lewis  &  Dobbs  admits  all  the  allegations  of  the 
bill,  and  makes  the  case  in  some  few  particulars  stronger  than  the 
bill  itself 

The  answer  of  Wilkinson  admits  all  the  material  facts  of  the 
cause  as  alleged  in  the  bill,  and  claims  sets-ofT  to  the  amount  oi 
two  thousand  five  hundred  and  twenty-eight  dollars. 

The  answer  of  Turner  denies  all  notice  or  knowledge  of  the 
condition  of  the  note  in  his  possession  when  he  took  it;  knows 
nothing  of  the  facts  set  up  by  the  bill,  and  calls  for  proof 

James  W.  Cusack  has  not  answered,  and  the  bill  is  taken  for 
confessed,  as  to  him. 

The  answer  of  the  Commercial  Bmik  of  Manchester  admiits 
that  the  note  for  four  thousand  four  hundred  and  eighty-seven 
dollars  and  ten  cents,  executed  by  Wilkinson  for  the  goods  bought 
from  S.  B.  Cusack  and  J.  W.  Dobbs,  was  deposited  by  James  W. 
Cusack  and  J.  W.  Dobbs,  as  collateral  security  for  a  cotton  bond 
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executed  by  the  last  named  persons;  and  that  in  point  of  fact  it 
has  never  been  paid,  and  has  undergone  no  alteration  since  it  was 
so  deposited,  except  by  having  been  included  in  one  large  note  for 
about  thirty  thousand  dollars,  made  by  Wilkinson  in  renewal  of 
all  his  separate  liabilities  to  the  bank.  The  entire  residue  of  the 
answer  is  not  responsive  to  the  bill,  except  the  admission  that 
the  note  for  three  thousand  four  hundred  and  forty  dollars  depos- 
ited with  her  as  collateral  security,  is  not  now  claimed  by  the 
bank,  the  debt  it  was  intended  to  secure  having  been  paid. 

James  W.  Cusack  proves  that  he  received  the  note  now  held  by 
Turner  for  seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  from  S.  B.  Cusack  and 
James  W.  Dobbs,  in  payment  of  a  debt  due  to  him  by  them,  and 
that  he  transferred  the  same  to  Turner,  without  imparting  to  him 
the  true  character  of  the  papers  thus  transferred. 

W.  R  Miles  for  complainant. 

Prom  the  facts  presented  in  this  case  we  have  now  to  inquire 
first,  whether  as  between  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Manchester 
and  the  complainants  in  this  cause,  equity  will  not  deem  the  two 
notes  now  held  by  her,  for  the  sums  of  four  thousand  four  hun- 
dred and  eighty-seven  dollars  and  ten  cents,  and  three  thousand 
four  hundred  and  forty  dollars,  originally  deposited  as  collateral 
security,  to  be  delivered  up  by  her  to  the  complainants,  and  direct 
their  proceeds  to  be  appropriated  in  payment  of  the  firm  debts  of 
Cusack,  Lewis  &  Dobbs;  and  secondly,  whether  Turner  is  enti- 
tled to  hold  the  note  of  seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  now  in 
his  possession,  against  the  equitable  claim  of  complainants. 

In  regard  to  the  note  of  three  thousand  four  hundred  and  forty 
dollars  held  by  the  bank,  there  is  no  controversy.  It  is  admitted 
by  the  bank  that  she  has  no  claim  upon  it,  and  is  ready  at  any 
time  to  deliver  it  up  to  the  proper  owner.  This  court  cannot  hes- 
itate to  say  who  the  proper  owner  is.  It  is  a  rule  admitting  of  no 
qualification,  that  the  firm  assets  are  first  liable  to  the  payment  of 
firm  debts,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  other  demands.  2  Swanst.  576; 
1  Vesey,  239,  455;  6  Vesey,  126-7-8;  3  Mason,  312;  6  John.  Ch. 
Rep.  60;  4  Vesey,  396;  15  Vesey,  557;  Wightwick's  Rep.  60;  6 
Exchequer  Rep.  445 ;  Gow  on  Part.  223  to  228 ;  2  Story's  Eq. 
Vol.  I.— 26 
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600,  3  P.  Wms.  Rep.  24;  2  ib.  500;   1  Atk.  Rep.  67;  do.  138;  3 
P.  Wms.  405;  3  Bro.  Cha.  Rep.  457. 

The  same  doctrine  has  been  twice  recognized  by  this  court. 
Adams  v.  Burford  et  al.^  decided  December  term,  1840;  and 
Pinckard  and  Arnold  v,  M.  B.  Hamer  et  al.,  decided  January  term, 
1842. 

There  is  no  controversy  about  the  identity  of  these  two  notes 
held  by  the  bank.  The  fact  is  alleged  by  the  bill,  distinctly 
admitted  by  the  answers  of  Lewis,  Dobbs  and  Wilkinson,  by  the 
pro  confesso  decree  against  James  W.  Cusack,  and  is  not  denied 
by  the  answer  of  the  bank. 

Nothing  is  shown  by  the  pleadings  and  proof  why  the  rule  just 
laid  down  should  not  apply  as  to  the  note  for  four  thousand  four 
hundred  and  eighty-seven  dollars  and  ten  cents.  It  is  one  of  the 
three  notes  originally  executed  by  Wilkinson  for  the  purchase 
money  of  the  lot  of  goods.  It  never  has  been  absolutely  trans- 
ferred. It  was  deposited  as  a  collateral  security  by  a  man  who 
had  not  the  shadow  of  legal  or  equitable  title  to  it,  for  a  cotton 
bond  due  to  the  bank,  and  has  never  been  paid  otherwise  than  by 
renewal  at  the  bank. 

But  it  is  contended  that  the  note  for  $4,487  10,  having  been  de- 
posited as  collateral  security  with  the  bank  by  James  W.  Cusack 
and  Joseph  W.  Dobbs,  for  a  debt  due  by  them,  does  not  divert  the 
legal  title  to  the  note  out  of  S.  B.  Cusack  and  Joseph  W.  Dobbs, 
who  were  members  of  the  firm  of  Cusack,  Lewis  &  Dobbs,  5 
John.  Ch.  Rep.  54 ;  20,  John.  Rep.  650  and  Holmes  v.  Carman, 
etal.  decided  at  this  term  of  the  court.  Ergo,  it  does  not  impair 
th6  equitable  lien  held  on  it  by  complainant;  see  the  cases  first  cited. 
Complainants  have  their  lien  by  virtue  of  the  equities  existing 
between  the  partners ;  and  their  rights  are  worked  out  through  the 
equities  of  the  partners,  3  Des.  Rep.  203 ;  1  Not.  &  McCord's 
Rep.  556 ;  4  Han.  &  McHen.  Rep.  167 ;  2  Paige  Rep.  400  ;  3  Ib. 
167—518. 

It  may  not  be  insisted  with  success  that  the  maxim  "  in  eqali 
jure  malior  est  conditio  possidentis^  applies  in  this  case.  For 
the  equities  are  not  equal  between  the  bank  and  complainants.' 
The  bank  paid  nothing  for  this  note,  but  took  it  merely  as  collater- 
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al  security  for  a  pre-existing  debt,  due  by  James  W.  Cusack  and 
another.  The  goods  sold  to  S.  B.  Cusack,  Lewis  &  Dobbs,  by 
complainants,  constituted  a  part  of  the  lot  of  goods  sold  to  Wil- 
kinson, for  which  the  note  in  question  was  executed.  Complain- 
ants sold  to  S.  B.  Cusack,  Lewis  ic  Dobbs,  their  merchandise  aa 
credit,  and  have  thus  parted  with  their  property.  The  bank  never 
advanced  a  dollar  or  parted  with  a  cent's  worth  of  property  on  the 
faith  of  this  note. 

Again,  if  the  bank  is  permitted  to  retain  this  note,  it  results  in  a 
total  loss  to  complainants  without  benefitting  the  bank  in  the  least. 
For  it  being  deposited  with  the  bank  as  collateral  security,  for  a 
cotton  bond,  in  fraud  of  the  rights  of  Cusack,  Lewis  Sc  Dobbs,  of 
complainants,  and  all  others  of  their  firm  creditors,  he  loses  noth- 
ing by  its  surrender ;  being  permitted  to  collect  the  amount  of 
the  cotton  bond  from  the  makers,  which  may  be  done  without 
difiiculty ;  Johnson  and  Hope,  two  of  the  signers,  being  perfectly 
solvent. 

Now  if  the  bank  loses  nothing  by  the  surrender  of  the  note,  and 
complainants  lose  its  entire  amount  by  the  failure  of  the  bank 
to  do  so,  it  is  clear  upon  the  most  equitable  principles  that  the  note 
should  be  decreed  to  be  delivered  up  to  complainants. 

As  to  the  note  of  $760,  held  by  Turner,  we  do  not  propose 
making  an  argument.  If  the  court  thinks  from  the  facts  of  the 
case  we  are  entitled  to  a  decree,  it  can  so  order. 

R.  S.  Holt  for  defendant  Turner. 

Turner  in  his  answer  states  that  ^<  Cusack  and  Dobbs"  were 
indebted  to  James  W.  Cusack  in  about  the  sum  of  two  thousand 
dollars,  and  that  said  two  thousand  dollar  note  was  at  their  in- 
stance made  payable  to  said  James  W.  Cusack,  and  that  was  ac- 
cepted by  him  in  payment  or  liquidation  of  the  debt  due  him  from 
said  firm  of  Cusack  &,  Dobbs.  He  does  not  admit  that  said  two 
thousand  dollar  note  was  made  by  said  Wilkinson  for  a  debt  due 
to  the  firm  of  Cusack,  Lewis  io  Dobbs,  and  requires  proof|  and 
alleges  that  said  note  was  accepted  by  James  W.  Cusack,  without 
notice  that  it  was  given  for  a  debt  due  fix>m  said  Wilkinson  to  said 
firm  of  Cusack,  Lewis  &,  Dobbs,  or  that  said  firm  had  any  right> 
claim,  or  title  to  it 
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He  further  states  that  said  two  thousand  dollar  note  was  trans- 
ferred to  him  by  James  W.  Cusack,  in  liquidation  of  a  debt  due 
him  from  said  Cusack,  and  that  he  took  said  note  without  any  no- 
tice whatever  of  any  claim  or  title  of  said  firm  of  Cusack,  Lewis 
d&  Dobbs,  to  it. 

He  alleges  that  after  said  note  had  been  transferred  to  him,  said 
Wilkinson  insisted  on  being  credited  thereon  with  the  sum  of  one 
thousand  dollars,  the  amount  of  certain  claims  which  he  held 
against  said  James  W.  Cusack.  That  he  allowed  this  claim,  and 
that  Wilkinson  then  made  his  note  payable  to  him.  Turner,  for 
the  balance  due  on  said  note,  and  that  he  now  holds  this  last  note 
of  Wilkinson,  on  which  there  is  due  and  unpaid  about  seven  hun- 
dred and  forty-five  dollars. 

The  deposition  of  James  W.  Cusack,  taken  by  Turner,  proves 
distinctly  that  said  two  thousand  dollar  note  was  taken  by  him 
for  a  debt  due  to  him  from  Cusack  &  Dobbs;  that  he  received  it 
under  the  full  conviction  that  it  was  the  property  of  the  firm  of 
Cusack  io  Dobbs;  that  he  transferred  said  note  to  Turner,  in  pay- 
ment of  a  debt  due  from  him  to  Turner,  and  informed  Turner 
that  it  had  been  given  for  a  debt  due  from  Wilkinson  to  the  firm 
of  Cusack  <S&  Dobbs. 

It  is  a  familiar  principle  of  chancery  jurisprudence,  that  fijm 
property  constitutes  a  trust  fund,  in  favor  of  each  member  of  the 
firm,  to  be  applied,  in  the  first  place,  to  the  extinguishment  of  the 
firm  liabilities.    2  Sto.  Eq.  600,  i  1253;  3  Paige,  507. 

It  is,  further,  a  well  settled  and  fcuniliar  principle,  that  if  one 
member  of  a  firm  sells  and  conveys  his  interest  in  the  joint  pro- 
perty to  his  co-partners,  the  firm  is  dissolved.  From  that  time 
the  assets  of  the  firm  are  divested  of  the  character  of  a  trust  fund, 
and  become  the  separate  property  of  the  partners  to  whom  the 
outgoing  partner  assigns.  Cary  on  Part.  3  Law  Lib.  83;  6  Ves. 
119;  11  Ves.  3,  6;  10  Ves.  347;  Story  on  Part.  509  to  516. 

The  bill  shows  that  long  before  the  sale  made  by  Cusack  and 
Dobbs  to  Wilkinson,  out  of  which  the  note  held  by  Turner  ori- 
ginated, Lewis  had  transferred  his  entire  interest  in  the  property 
of  the  firm  to  his  co  partners.  The  goods  sold  to  Wilkinson,  as 
part  of  that  property,  if  my  proposition  of  law  be  correct,  became 


OP  CHANCERY.  305 

Pttiih  d^Co.  V.  Joseph  C.  Lem  et  oL 

thus  the  separate  property  of  Cusack  d>  Dobbs,  whose  right  to 
dispose  of  it  and  its  proceeds  was  complete  and  unquestionable. 
But,  should  we  be  wrong  in  this  position,  and  should  the  chancel- 
lor be  of  opinion  that  the  notes  of  Wilkinson  were  held  by  Cusack 
and  Dobbs  in  trust,  then  we  insist  that  Turner,  being  a  purchaser, 
as  the  testimony  shows,  without  notice  from  the  trustees  in  pos- 
session, holds  the  note,  now  in  his  possession,  discharged  from  the 
trust.  2  Sto.  Eq.  462;  1  Mad.  Ch.  454;  1  PeerWms.  128,272;  3 
ibid.  680. 

Upon  each  of  these  grounds  it  is  urged  that  the  bill  should  be 
dismissed  as  to  Turner. 

Qeorge  S.  Yerqer  for  the  bank. 

There  is  no  evidence  in  the  cause  but  the  deposition  of  J.  W. 
Cusack. 

First.  Possession  of  the  note  by  J.  W.  Cusack,  with  the  indorse- 
ment of  the  firm  of  Cusack  <fe  Dobbs,  is  evidence  that  the  latter 
parted  with  all  property  in  the  note.  Their  indorsement  is  suffi- 
cient, and  this  note  could  not  be  recovered  from  either  J.  W.  Cusack 
or  the  bank,  unless  it  was  proved  that,  notwithstanding  the  in- 
dorsement, the  property  of  the  note  was  in  them. 

A  party  in  possession  of  a  note,  indorsed,  is  prima  fade  the 
owner. 

Second.  Of  course,  the  answers  of  Dobbs  or  Lewis  are  no  evi- 
dence against  the  bank  or  against  J.  W.  Cusack.  Their  deposi- 
tions would  not  be  evidence,  as  they  would  be  proving,  by  their 
own  oaths,  the  note  belonged  to  them. 

The  Chancellor. 
I  The  complainants  are  the  joint  judgment  creditors  of  a  late 

partnership  concern,  consisting  of  Samuel  B.  Cusack,  Joseph  C. 
Lewis  and  Joseph  Dobbs.  It  appears  that,  shortly  after  the  form- 
ation of  the  partnership,  Lewis  retired  from  the  concern,  and  that 
the  business  was  subsequently  carried  on  by  Cusack  &  Dobbs, 
who  ultimately  sold  out  the  stock  of  goods  to  E.  C.  Wilkinson, 
taking  from  him,  in  payment  therefor,  his  several  promissory 
notes,  payable  at  different  periods  thereafter.    One  of  these  notes 

26* 
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was  transferred  into  the  hands  of  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Man- 
chester, as  collateral  security  for  a  debt  owing  to  the  bank  by  said 
Dobbs  and  James  Cusack,  a  brother  of  the  other  partner,  Joseph 
Cusack,  Another  of  said  notes  was  passed  into  the  hands  of  the 
defendant,  Turner,  as  it  appears,  in  the  discharge  of  a  debt  owing 
to  him  from  Cusack  &  Dobbs. 

The  complainants  insist  that  these  notes  are  still  to  be  regarded 
as  partnership  eflFects  of  Cusack,  Lewis  &  Dobbs;  that  they  were 
transferred  without  the  consent  of  all  the  partners,  and  that  they,  as 
judgment  creditors  of  said  partners,  have  a  right  to  pursue  them  in- 
to the  hands  of  the  present  holders,  and  to  subject  them  to  the  satis- 
fection  of  their  judgment;  and  especially,  as  they  allege,  that  two 
of  the  firm  (Cusack  and  Dobbs)  are  insolvent 

The  answers  of  the  bank  and  of  Turner  set  out  the  manner  in 
which  they  obtained  the  notes  in  question,  and  insist  upon  hold- 
ing them  discharged  of  any  claim  on  the  part  of  the  complainants. 
It  is  not  necessary,  from  the  view  which  I  have  taken  of  the  case, 
to  notice  the  facts  more  in  detail.  It  is  with  reluctance  that  I  find 
myself  compelled  to  decide  the  case,  in  part,  upon  a  question  not 
made  at  the  hearing;  and  I  should  have  directed  an  ai^ument  up- 
on it,  if  there  could  be  any  doubt  respecting  it.  That  question  is: 
Can  the  complainants  maintain  their  suit  as  mere  judgment  credi- 
tors, without  showing  the  return  of  an  execution  unsatisfied? 

The  partnership  effects,  which  they  seek  to  subject  to  their 
judgment  claim,  are  in  the  hands  of  third  persons,  claiming  them 
as  their  own,  and  consist  in  mere  choses  in  action,  not  liable  to 
seizure  and  sale  under  an  execution  at  law. 

Now,  I  understand  the  rule  to  be  this :  If  you  wish  to  reach 
legal  assets  of  your  debtor,  and  to  remove  obstacles  which  obstruct 
your  course  at  law,  it  is  suflBcient  that  you  show  a  judgment,  cre- 
ating a  lien  upon  those  assets;  but  if  you  wish  to  reach  equitable 
assets,  or  other  things  not  subject  to  execution  at  law,  you  must 
show  that  you  have  exhausted  your  remedies  at  law,  by  a  return 
of  an  execution  imsatisfied,  as  the  foundation  of  your  right  to 
come  into  this  court.  In  such  case,  the  complainant's  right  to 
relief  in  this  court  depends  upon  his  having  run  his  execution  at 
law  without  being  able  to  satisfy  his  judgment.    It  is  not  a  mere 
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technical  objection,  but  goes  to  the  very  foundation  of  the  suit, 
and  is  not  waived  even  by  a  general  answer.  The  complainant 
must  show  an  execution  returned  unsatisfied,  and  no  state  of  facts 
will  excuse  such  a  return.  Brinkerhof  v.  Brown,  4  John.  Ch.  R. 
671,  687;  McElwain  v.  Willis  ei  al  9  Wendall  648;  Scriven  v. 
Bostwick,  2  McCord's  C.  R.  416;  Hadden  v.  Spader,  20  John.  R. 
564;  Moore  v.  Young,  1  Dana's  R.  516. 

It  is  true  that  the  complainants  in  this  case  allege  that  two  of 
the  debtors,  Cusack  and  Dobbs,  are  insolvent;  but  there  is  no  alle- 
gation that  the  other  partner  (Lewis,)  is  insolvent;  and  if  there 
were,  it  would  not  be  sufficient  according  to  the  authorities  to 
which  I  have  referred.  Where  there  are  several  joint  debtors,  the 
creditor  must  exhaust  his  remedy  by  execution  against  all,  before 
he  can  come  into  this  court,  unless  one  should  stand  in  the  situa- 
tion of  a  surety  to  the  others.  Child  v.  Brace  et  al,  4  Paige  Ch. 
309.  I  think  then,  that  the  complainants'  bill  cannot  be  sustained^ 
unless  there  is  something  in  the  fact,  that  they  claim  as  partner- 
ship creditors,  which  exempts  it  from  the  application  of  the  rule 
to  which  I  have  adverted. 

I  know  of  no  case  which  holds  that  the  creditors  of  a  partner- 
ship, having  a  purely  legal  claim,  can  come  into  equity  for  its  in- 
forcement  upon  any  other  terms  than  those  which  govern  what  is 
usually  called  a  creditor's  bill.  There  is  to  be  sure  a  dictum  of 
the  vice  chancellor  of  New  York,  in  Lawton  v.  Levy,  (2  Edw.  Rep. 
201,)  in  favor  of  supporting  a  bill  by  the  simple  contract  creditors 
of  a  partnership  which  had  been  dissolved,  and  where  the  partners 
were  making  a  fraudulent  disposition  of  the  effects ;  but  this  dic- 
tum is  wholly  unsustained  either  by  principle  or  authority.  The 
case  of  Child  v.  Brace,  (4  Paige,  309,)  is  an  authority  directly  the 
other  way,  and  is  strikingly  analogous  to  the  one  before  me.  In 
that  case,  as  in  this,  the  complainant  had  obtained  his  judgment  at 
law  against  partners,  and  filed  his  bill  for  the  purpose  of  reaching 
choses  in  action;  no  execution  had  been  sued  out;  the  insolvency 
of  the  partnership  was  allied,  but  there  was  no  proof  upon  that 
point;  and  the  bill  was  dismissed  at  the  hearing,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  complainant  had  not  exhausted  his  remedy  at  law.  If  the 
complainants  may  maintain  this  bill,  it  must  be  because  they  have 
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some  equity  in  or  quasi  lien  upon  the  effects  which  they  seek  to 
reach.  I  think  a  reference  to  the  authorities  will  show  that  no 
such  pretentions  can  be  sustained.  In  the  case  ex  parte  Williams, 
11  Yes.  5,  Lord  Eldon  says,  that  after  a  dissolution  of  a  partner- 
ship, the  partnership  property  still  retains  its  character  for  the  pur-^ 
pose  of  distribution,  not  as  the  rights  of  creditors,  but  as  the  rights 
of  the  partners  themselves  require.  And  he  adds,  that  it  is  through 
the  operation  of  administering  the  equities  as  between  the  part- 
ners themselves  that  the  creditors  have  that  opportunity.  As  a 
general  rule  the  creditors  of  a  partnership  cannot  enforce  a  claim 
purely  l^al  in  its  nature  against  the  partnership  property,  except 
by  an  action  at  law.  One  exception  to  this  rule  is  where  the 
partnership  is  dissolved  by  the  death  of  one  of  the  partners;  there 
the  remedy  of  the  joint  creditors  at  law  is  against  the  survivors 
alone,  but  in  equity  they  may  proceed  jointly  against  the  survivors 
and  the  representatives  of  the  deceased  partner.  The  right  of 
creditors  to  have  the  partnership  property  applied  in  satisfaction 
of  their  claims,  depends  upon  the  right  of  each  partner  so  to  apply 
it  in  exoneration  of  his  private  estate.  In  ex  parte  Kendall,  17 
Ves.  526,  Lord  Eldon  said,  in  all  these  cases  of  distribution  of 
joint  effects,  it  is  by  force  of  the  equity  among  the  partners  them* 
selves  that  the  creditors  are  paid,  not  by  force  of  their  own  claim 
upon  the  assets,  for  they  have  none.  So  in  the  case  ex  parte 
Ruffin,  e.Ves.  119, 126,  the  Lord  Chancellor  said,  "It  is  the  case 
of  two  partners,  who  owed  joint  debts  and  had  joint  effects.  Un- 
der these  circumstances  their  creditors,  who  had  demands  upon 
them  in  respect  to  those  debts,  had  clearly  no  lien  whatsoever 
upon  the  partnership  effects.  They  had  the  power  of  sueing  and  by 
process  of  creating  a  demand  that  would  directly  attach  upon  the 
partnership  effects;  but  they  had  no  lien  upon  or  interest  in  them 
in  point  of  law  or  equity." 

But  even  if  the  complainants  were  rightly  before  the  court  in 
this  particular,  I  can  perceive  no  ground  for  sustaining  their  bill 
as  against  the  defendants.  Turner  and  the  Manchester  Bank.  The 
complainants  claim  as  the  creditors  of  Cusack,  Lewis  &  Dobbs; 
they  are  not  the  creditors  of  the  firm  of  Cusack  &  Dobbs,  to 
whom  the  notes  in  question  were  made  payable,  and  from  one  of 
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whom  the  present  holders  obtained  them.  After  Lewis  sold  out 
his  interest  in  the  goods  to  his  partners,  Cusack  &  Dobbs,  they 
constituted  from  that  time  a  new  and  separate  firm,  and  were  the 
debtors  of  the  complainants,  only  on  account  of  their  former  con- 
nection with  the  firm  of  Cusack,  Lewis  &  Dobbs;  and  even  sup- 
posing the  complainants  to  have  had  a  quasi  lien  upon  the  stock 
of  goods  when  they  passed  into  the  hands  of  Cusack  &  Dobbs, 
that  lien  doubtless  ceased  when  the  goods  were  converted  into 
n^otiable  notes.  But  I  apprehend  no  such  lien  attached  or  fol- 
lowed the  goods  into  the  hands  of  Cusack  &  Dobbs.  After  Lewis 
retired  from  the  firm  by  selling  out  to  his  co-partners,  the  partner- 
ship property  thus  transferred  became  from  that  time  the  separate 
property  of  the  firm  of  Cusack  io  Dobbs,  discharged  from  all 
claim  on  the  part  of  the  creditors  of  Cusack,  Lewis  <fc  Dobbs. 

In  the  case  ex  parte  Rufiin,  6  Tes.  119,  where  a  partnership 
was  dissolved  by  one  selling  out  to  the  other,  and  the  continuing 
partners  afterwards  became  bankrupt,  the  joint  creditors  petitioned 
to  have  their  claims  paid  out  of  the  effects  in  his  hands  which  had 
belonged  to  him  and  his  former  partner;  but  the  court  decided  that 
the  joint  creditors  had  no  equity  attaching  upon  the  partnership 
effects  remaining  in  specie  in  his  hands.  The  same  question  again 
arose  in  ex  parte  Williams,  11  Yes.  3.  In  which  it  was  held  that 
the  right  to  apply  partnership  property  to  the  payment  of  joint 
debts,-  only  existed  as  between  the  partners  themselves,  and  that  it 
was  competent  for  the  partners  to  say  that  this  equity  should  no 
longer  exist,  that  a  sale  of  the  stock  in  trade,  by  one  partner  to 
another,  put  an  end  to  that  equity ;  and  that  the  joint  property, 
thereafter,  became  the  separate  property  of  the  purchasing  part- 
ner, and  was  not  liable  in  his  hands  to  the  claims  of  the  joint  cre- 
ditors. The  court  said,  "  if  creditors  do  not  like  the  arrangement 
they  may  go  to  each  of  the  partners  and  desire  payment."  It  was 
admitted  that  a  mere  dissolution  would  not  be  considered  as  pro- 
ducing that  effect,  for  there  the  partner  holding  possession  would 
hold  it  in  trust  for  the  payment  of  the  joint  debts.  I  think  that 
these  decisions  are  sustained  by  the  strongest  considerations  of 
policy,  and  sanctioned  by  the  general  rules  of  law  in  relation  to 
private  property.  It  would  open  a  wide  door  for  imposition,  if 
property  which  a  mau  holds  as  his  own,  and  upon  the  faith  of 
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which  he  is  dealing  with  the  world,  was  allowed  to  be  trammeled 
with  secret  and  tacit  liens,  because  it  had  once  been  the  subject  of 
partnership  rights. 

I  am  accordingly  of  opinion  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  at 
the  complainants'  costs. 

Let  a  decree  be  prepared  accordingly. 
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Mairiage  is  a  valoable  consideiation  in  law,  and  the  wife  atands  in  the  light  of  a  bona 
fide  purchaser,  and  is  entitled  to  the  same  protection. 

The  claim  of  creditors  is  never  an  objection  to  the  execution  of  marriage  articles,  unless 
they  are  creditors  by  jodgment  or  other  matter  of  record  before  the  articles  of  mar- 
riage are  entered  into.  • 

A  husband  made  a  settlement  of  two  thousand  dollars,  or  that  amount  of  property,  on 
hia  wife,  in  consideration  of  marriage.  The  wife  selected  certain  slaves  of  the  hus- 
band's in  lieu  of  the  two  thousand  dollars,  and  the  slaves  remained  in  the  joint  poa- 
session  of  the  husband  and  wife.  These  slaves  were  levied  on  by  virtue  of  an  exe- 
cution against  the  husband,  obtained  subsequent  to  the  marriage  settlement  Held 
by  the  court,^that  the  slaves  were  not  subject  to  the  execution. 

The  bill  of  Sarah  Armfield,  fonnerly  Gustavus,  who  sues  by 
her  next  friend,  states,  that  in  March,  1825,  she  was  courted  by 
Isaac  Armfield,  and  that,  to  induce  her  to  marry  him,  he  agreed 
to  settle  upon  her,  in  money  or  property,  exclusive  of  dower,  the 
sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  and  she  makes  an  exhibit  (A)  of  the 
articles  of  agreement  to  that  effect;  and  that,  in  consideration  of 
said  agreement,  she  married  him  on  the  24th  March,  1825;  that 
said  articles  of  agreement  were  duly  recorded,  and  that,  at  the  time 
of  making  the  same,  and  at  the  consummation  of  the  marriage,  the 
said  Isaac  was  free  from  debt,  and  remained  so  for  two  years  after. 

The  bill  alleges  that  said  Isaac  has  now  settled  the  said  sum  of 
two  thousand  dollars  upon  complainant  in  money,  but  that,  in 
1834,  he  purchased  two  negro  girls,  which  complainant  then  de- 
signated as  the  property  which  she  would  take  in  part  fulfilment 
of  said  articles,  to  which  said  I^aac  assented;  that  she  was  advised 
at  the  time  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  make  any  record  of  the 
understanding  that  existed  between  her  and  her  husband;  that  she 
should  take  said  negroes  and  retain  them  as  her  own,  inasmuch  as 
said  article  was  believed  to  contain  all  that  was  necessary  in  law 
to  perfect  her  title;  and  the  said  Isaac  was  only  then  indebted  to  a 
small  amount,  which  was  shortly  after  paid. 

The  bill  further  chaises  that  this  is  the  only  payment  com- 
plainant has  ever  received  under  said  articles;  that  said  Isaac  has       ^ 
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made  no  other  settlement  upon  her,  and  that  he  has  no  other  pro- 
perty sufficient  to  pay  her  the  said  sum  of  $2000. 

The  bill  alleg^  that,  in  1839,  the  said  Isaac  became  security 
for  John  Gustavus,  upon  two  forthcoming  bonds,  one  in  favor  of 
B.  W.  Rice,  and  the  other  in  favor  of  Pearson  &  Taylor,  which 
bonds  were  forfeited  at  the  November  term,  1839,  of  the  Copiah 
circuit  court;  that  executions  issued  upon  said  bonds,  and  were 
levied  upon  the  two  negro  girls,  and  that  they  will  be  sold  unless 
^       enjoined,  &c. 

The  bill  concludes  with  the  usual  prayer  for  injunction,  sub- 
poena, 6ic.  and  that  said  negroes  may  be  decreed  to  be  the  separate 
property  of  complainant,  to  be  taken  by  her  at  their  reasonable 
value,  in  part  payment  of  said  siun  of  two  thousand  dollars,-  and, 
for  the  residue  of  said  sum,  prays  a  decree  against  said  Isaac,  <&.c. 

On  this  bill  an  injunction  was  granted  by  the  circuit  judge,  and 
a  motion  was  made  before  the  chancellor  to  dissolve  the  injunction 
for  want  of  equity  on  the  face  of  the  bill. 

John  B.  Coleman  for  the  motion. 

Defendants,  Pearson  &  Taylor,  on  whose  behalf  the  motion  to 
dissolve  is  made,  are  judgment  creditors  of  Isaac  Armfield,  the 
husband  of  complainant,  he  having  become  security  for  one  John 
Oustavus,  upon  a  forthcoming  bond  in  their  favor,  which  was  re- 
turned forfeited  to  the  November  term,  1839,  of  the  Copiah  circuit 
court.  An  execution  issued  upon  said  forfeited  bond,  and  was 
levied  upon  two  negro  women,  as  the  property  of  Isaac  Armfield. 
These  negroes  are  claimed  by  Mrs.  Armfield  to  be  her  separate 
property,  and  she  rests  her  title  to  them  upon  a  marriage  contract, 
by  which,  in  consideration  of  their  approaching  marriage.  Arm- 
field  settled  upon  her  two  thousand  dollars  in  cash  or  good  pro- 
perty; and  alleges  that,  Armfield  having,  in  1834,  purchased  the 
two  negroes  in  question,  and  not  having  paid  her  the  two  thou- 
sand dollars,  she  elected  to  take  them  in  part  satisfaction  of  her 
claim  under  the  marriage  contract,  to  which  Armfield  assented. 
She  admits  that  she  took  no  steps  to  give  any  kind  of  publicity  to 
this  private  arrangement,  by  which  the  property  in  the  negroes 
was  thus  attempted  to  be  transferred  from  her  husband  to  herself. 
#         It  is  submitted,  that,  upon  complainant's  own  showing,  the 
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'  course  she  pursued  was  clearly  insufficient  to  divest  the  title  of 
her  husband  to  the  negroes,  and  to  vest  it  in  her;  and  that  some- 
thing more  than  a  mere  private  understanding,  by  which  she 
elected  to  take  them,  and  he  assented  to  that  election,  was  neces- 
sary to  work  a  change  of  title. 

Although,  where  a  marriage  contract  is  executory^  the  wife  is 
held  in  equity  to  be  a  creditor  of  the  husband  pro  tanio,  yet, 
whenever  he  undertakes,  after  marriage,  to  execute  the  contract, 
by  making  a  settlement  upon  the  wife,  he  must  clearly  indicate 
the  precise  property  which  he  intends  she  shall  take,  and  either 
settle  it  upon  a  trustee  for  her  use,  (which  is  as  well  the  safest  as 
the  fairest  course,)  or  distinctly  separate  it  from  the  mass  of  his 
own  property,  and  hold  it  himself  as  trustee  for  her  benefit.  This 
position  is  fully  sustained  in  Wallingsford  v.  Allen,  10  Pet.  583. 
The  court  there  say  that  the  husband  may,  diuing  coverture,  make 
a  settlement  upon  the  wife  without  the  intervention  of  a  trustee; 
but  if  he  does,  that  he  must  distinctly  separate  the  property  settled 
upon  her  from  the  mass  of  his  own. 

In  Clancy  on  Husband  and  Wife,  260,  the  doctrine  is  distinctly 
laid  down,  that  the  act  by  which  the  husband  divests  himself  of 
his  property  must  be  clear  and  unequivocal — such  as  the  transfer 
of  annuities  into  his  wife's  name. 

Again:  on  the  same  page,  the  author  says,  a  gift  from  the  hus- 
band to  the  wife  by  parol,  without  the  intervention  of  a  third  per- 
son, will  be  received  in  a  court  of  equity  with  great  suspicion; 
and  the  court  will  expect  satisfactory  evidence  of  an  act  constitutr 
ing  a  transfer  of  the  property,  and  sufficient  transmutation  of  pos- 
session. A  mere  delivery  to  the  wife  (says  the  author)  would  not 
be  a  sufficient  change  of  the  possession  to  satisfy  the  court  of  the 
intention  of  the  husband  to  divest  himself  of  the  property,  because 
the  possession  of  the  wife  is  the  possession  of  the  husband. 

In  the  present  case,  the  act  by  which  Armfield  divested  himself 
of  his  property  in  the  negroes,  (if,  indeed,  he  can  be  said  to  have 
made  any  attempt  to  divest  himself,)  was  neither  clear  nor  une- 
quivocal; and  the  court  has  certainly  been  furnished  with  no  sat- 
isfactory evidence  of  any  act  of  his  constituting  a  transfer  of  the 
property,  and  sufficient  (or  indeed  any)  transmutation  of  posses- 
sion. He  did  not  even  go  through  the  formality  of  delivering  the 
Vol.  I.— 27 
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negroes  to  complainant,  though  this,  according  to  the  doctrine  in 
Clancy,  would  have  been  insufficient,  except  in  so  far  as  it  might 
have  shown  some  disposition  on  his  part  to  do  something  in  the 
matter,  of  a  more  positive  character  than  merely  giving  a  passing 
assent  to  his  wife's  expression  of  her  election. 

The  whole  proceeding,  then,  as  presented  upon  complainant's 
own  showing,  by  which  this  change  of  title  has  been  attempted 
to  be  brought  about,  resolves  itself  into  a  simple  annunciation 
made  by  complainant  to  her  husband  in  private,  that  she  would 
take  the  two  negroes  in  part  satisfaction  of  her  claim,  and  his 
equally  private  assent  thereto;  and  whether  that  assent  was  given 
by  a  positive  answer,  a  nod,  or  sub  sileniio,  the  court  is  not  in- 
formed. 

The  facts,  and  the  law  as  it  is  supposed  to  apply  to  these  facts, 
which  have  been  thus  presented  to  the  court,  are  conceived  to  be 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  motion  to  dissolve.  There  is,  however, 
another  aspect  in  which  the  case  maybe  viewed,  that  is  considered 
to  be  equally,  if  not  more  conclusive  against  the  claim  of  com- 
plainant. 

The  doctrine  is  now  well  settled,  that  the  possession  of  chattels 
continuing  in  the  vendor  after  an  absolute  sale,  raises  a  strong  pre- 
sumption of  fraud,  and  in  theabsenceof  a  satisfactory  explanation, 
becomes  conclusive.  5  Johns.  258 ;  2  Wend.  446 ;  17  Wend.  53; 
8  Johns.  446 ;  15  Wend.  628  ;  5  Rand.  211. 

The  object  of  the  law  in  requiring  a  change  of  possession  to 
accompany  an  absolute  sale  of  personal  property,  is  to  give  to  the 
world  the  same  notice  of  the  change  of  ownership,  which  upon  a 
sale  of  land  is  effected  by  putting  the  conveyance  upon  record ;  so 
that  persons  subsequently  dealing  with  the  vendor,  may  be  put 
upon  their  guard,  and  protected  from  any  attempt  on  his  part, 
either  to  sell  the  property  to  which  he  no  longer  has  a  title,  or  to 
obtain  a  fictitious  credit  upon  the  strength  of  his  supposed  owner- 
ship of  it. 

The  reason  of  this  rule  of  law  is  deemed  to  have  a  peculiarly 
apposite  application  to  the  present  case. 

Armfield  purchased  the  negroes  in  1834.  From  that  time 
until  the  levy  of  Pearson  and  Taylor's  execution,  he  had  remained 
in  undisturbed  possession  of  them.     Nothing  during  the  whole 
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space  of  time  that  elapsed  between  the  purchase  and  the  levy,  a 
period  of  more  than  eight  years,  was  ever  said  or  done,  either  by 
the  complainant  or  Armfield,  to  furnish  the  slightest  indication  that 
any  one  but  Armfield  himself  had  any  interest  in  or  claim  to  these 
negroes. 

Admitting,  that  in  consequence  of  their  relation  as  husband  and 
wife,  a  change  of  possession  was  not  necessary,  and  that  it  was 
competent  for  Armfield  to  settle  these  negroes  upon  complainant 
without  the  intervention  of  a  trustee,  as  held  by  the  court  in  10  Pet., 
the  very  fact  that  no  change  of  possession  was  to  follow  the  change 
of  title  rendered  it  more  than  ordinarily  imperative  upon  the  par- 
ties, either  to  have  put  some  evidence  of  the  transfer  of  title  upon 
record,  and  thus  connected  it  with  the  original  marriage  settlement, 
or  by  calling  around  them  their  neighbors  and  friends  as  witnesses 
to  the  execution  by  Armfield  of  his  contract,  and  its  acceptance 
by  his  wife,  to  have  given  some  show  of  publicity  to  the  trans- 
action. 

Nothing  of  this  kind  was  done  or  attempted.  An  impenetrable 
veil  was  thrown  over  the  whole  proceeding,  and  would  doubtless 
have  shrouded  it  until  the  present  moment,  had  it  not  been  raised 
or  rent  by  the  levy  of  defendants'  executions. 

Neither  a  creditor  or  an  interested  purchaser,  by  the  most  rigid 
examination  he  could  have  made,  unless  Armfield  or  his  wife  had 
thought  proper  to  make  the  disclosure,  would  ever  have  been  able 
to  discover  the  slightest  evidence,  leading  even  to  a  suspicion,  that 
complainant  had  any  title  to  the  property  either  legal  or  equitable. 
The  marriage  contract  would  certainly  have  furnished  none.  That 
instrument  was  executed  in  1825 ;  and  in  1834,  nine  years  after- 
wards, by  a  private  understanding  with  her  husband,  without  a 
single  individual  being  called  upon  to  witness  it,  she  makes  her 
election  to  take  the  two  negroes  in  part  satisfaction  of  her  claim 
under  the  contract ;  he  assents  to  it,  and  the  whole  business  is 
settled,  without  their  ever  saying  a  word  about  the  price  at  which 
the  negroes  are  to  be  estimated. 

•  This  may  have  been  a  perfectly  fair  and  bona  fide  transaction; 
but  if  it  were,  it  was  about  as  well  calculated  to  deceive  purchasers 
and  creditors,  as  the  most  fraudulent  scheme  that  could  have  been 
devised.     That  it  did  deceive  creditors  is  evidenced  by  the  record 
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which  the  complainant  has  introduced.  The  property  of  Gusta- 
vus  had  been  taken  in  execution.  That  property  was  released 
upon  Armfield's  becoming  his  security  upon  a  delivery  bond.  Mrs. 
Armfield  in  her  bill  alleges  in  substance  that  the  two  negroes 
.  which  she  claims,  constitute  about  the  sum  total  of  Armfield's  pro- 
perty. Is  not  the  inference  then  irresistible  that  Armfield  was 
taken  as  security  for  Gustavus  upon  the  faith  alone  of  his  supposed 
ownership  of  these  very  negroes  ? 

Upon  tiiese  views,  the  motion  is  respectfully  submitted  to  the 
court. 

V 

B.  Harris  contra  filed  no  brief. 

The  Chancellor. 

Courts  of  Equity  go  very  far  to  sustain  marriage  settlements, 
where  they  are  just  and  free  from  the  imputation  of  fraud.  Mar- 
riage is  a  valuable  consideration  in  law,  and  the  wife  stands  in  the 
light  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  and  is  entitled  to  the  same  protec- 
tion. Here  the  husband  agreed  to  settle  on  the  wife  two  tliousand 
dollars,  out  of  his  estate,  or  to  allow  her  to  select  property  of  that 
value  which  was  thereafter  to  be  held  for  her  separate  and  ex- 
clusive use.  Suppose  that  no  election  had  been  made  by  the  wife 
of  property  in  lieu  of  the  $2,000.  Do  not  the  articles  of  settle- 
ment give  her  an  equitable  lien,  upon  the  property  of  the  husband 
to  that  extent,  and  would  not  a  court  of  chancery  enforce  this 
equity  against  a  subsequent  judgment  creditor  of  the  husband? 
Mr.  Atherly  in  his  admirable  treatise  on  the  law  of  marriage  set- 
tlements, page  130,  says  the  claim  of  creditors  is  never  an  objec- 
tion to  the  execution  of  marriage  articles,  unless  they  were  credi- 
tors by  judgment,  or  other  matter  of  record,  before  the  articles 
wer^  entered  into. 

Here  the  complainant  relies  upon  an  ante  nuptial  agreement, 
regularly  proven  and  recorded  as  required  by  law,  and  it  is  appar- 
ent that  the  liability  of  the  husband  upon  which  his  creditors  ob- 
tained judgment,  arose  long  subsequent  to  the  marriage.  I  think 
no  case  can  be  found,  sustaining  the  claim  of  a  subsequent  credi- 
tor against  a  settlement  made  before  marriage.  But  here  the  com- 
plainant alleges  that  she  elected  to  take  the  particular  property 
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upon  which  (he  creditors  have  levied  their  execution,  in  part  satis- 
faction of  her  claim  under  the  articles  of  settlement,  and  that  that 
election  was  made  prior  to  the  recovery  of  the  judgment  She 
was  at  liberty  by  the  terms  of  the  articles  to  make  such  election, 
and  having  done  so,  her  right  to  the  slaves  so  elected,  attached,  and 
became  perfect  and  complete;  they  were  from  thenceforth  her 
separate  and  exclusive  property,  freed  from  all  claim  on  the  part  of 
the  husband,  or  those  who  might  thereafter  become  his  creditors. 
From  this  view  of  the  case  I  am  of  opinion  the  motion  to  dissolve 
the  injunction  must  be  oyerruled. 

27* 
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A  bill  of  review  can  only  be  filed  upon  error  in  the  decree  or  newly  discovered  evi- 
dence after  the  rendition  of  the  decree. 

\Vhere  a  plaintitf  neglected  to  enforce  his  judgment  for  a  period  of  four  years,  it  was 
held  to  be  fraudulent  as  against  bona  fide  purchasers  of  the  judgment  debtor. 

The  original  bill  filed  20th  August,  1838,  states,  that  in  Janu- 
ary, 1837,  one  Crockett,  with  a  fraudulent  design,  sold  Ewing  a 
tract  of  land,  and  gave  him  a  deed  in  fee  simple  with  a  general 
warranty.  Ewing  executed  his  two  promissory  notes,  with  the 
complainant  as  surety  for  the  purchase  money.  One  of  the  notes 
for  $1040  fell  due  12th  January,  1838,  and  at  the  April  term, 
1838,  of  Leake  circuit  court,  L.  C.  Adams,  assignee,  &c.  recovered 
judgment  on  that  note  for  $1063  30;  upon  which  judgment  exe- 
cution issued,  &c.  Crockett  is  wholly  insolvent,  and  conveyed 
to  Ewing  no  title  to  the  property  nor  any  interest  therein,  or  if  any 
^interest,  it  is  such  as  will  be  destroyed  by  causes  existing  at  the 
time  of  sale.  The  title  to  the  land  is  in  Pearl,  who  never  sold  to 
Crockett,  and  to  whom  Crockett  never  paid  any  thing,  and  Crock- 
ett's pretended  claim  is  invalid.  There  were  also  at  the  time  of  the 
sale" to  Ewing  judgments  in  Leake  circuit  court  against  Crockett, 
which  were  a  lien  on  the  land,  which  judgments  have  not  been 
paid,  and  executions  upon  which  have  been  levied  upon  the  land, 
and  under  which  the  land  was  advertised  for  sale. 

The  answer  of  Adams,  filed  29lh  January,  1839,  admits  the 
sale  of  land  by  Crockett  to  Ewing,  the  execution  of  the  note,  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment,  and  the  deed  to  Ewing,  as  charged  in 
the  bill;  but  requires  proof  that  the  note  sued  on  was  for  the  land 
named  in  the  deed  and  bill.  It  denies  all  fraud;  states  that  the 
note  sued  on  was  for  land  sold  by  Crockett  to  Ewing;  that  Crock- 
ett had  a  good  title  to  it.    That  the  land  was  entered  by  Sylvester 


OP  CHANCERY.  319 

Shadrach  Speight «/  a/,  v.  L.  C.  Adams. 

Pearl;  that  Pearl  transferred  the  receiver's  certificate  to  McDaniel; 
that  McDaniel  transferred  to  Crockett,  who  sold  to  Ewing.  De- 
nies knowledge  of  any  judgments  against  Crockett  which  would 
destroy  the  validity  of  the  sale  to  Ewing,  and  alleges  ignorance  of 
Crockett's  pecuniary  affairs. 

Upon  this  state  of  the  case  the  chancellor  dismissed  the  bill  on 
final  hearing.  A  bill  of  review  was  filed  in  January,  1841,  which 
after  stating  the  filing  of  the  original  bills  and  answers,  states  that 
in  the  spring  of  1839  he  applied  to  the  clerk  of  Leake  circuit 
court  for  a  copy  of  the  record  in  the  suit  of  Hill  v.  Crockett;  that 
the  clerk  made  out  what  he  alleged  to  be  a  copy  of  the  record;  that 
complainant  handed  it  to  his  solicitor,  who  informed  him  that  it 
was  too  defective  to  be  used;  that  he  applied  to  the  clerk  for  a 
complete  transcript,  which  he  believes  he  obtained;  that  his  coun- 
sel again  informed  him  that  the  record  was  defective;  that  com- 
plainant, who  can  neither  read  or  write,  again  called  for  a  better 
record,  and  was  informed  that  most  of  the  papers  were  lost.  That 
under  the  judgment  aforesaid  the  land  was  sold  as  the  property  of 
Crockett.  That  he  had  repeatedly  applied  for  a  copy  of  this  re- 
cord, but  could  not  get  it  in  time  for  the  final  hearing  of  this  cause; 
and  that  he  used  every  exertion  to  get  it;  that  he  now  has  it,  and 
that  it  shows  an  entire  failure  of  consideration  of  the  notes  sued 
on.     The  bill  of  review  is  taken  for  confessed. 

Wm.  Yerger  for  complainant. 

The  bill  of  review  being  taken  pro  confesso^  no  question  can 
arise  as  to  the  propriety  of  filing  it.  If  it  could,  however,  the 
matters  in  the  bill  are  sufficient.  It  appears  that  the  party  made 
several  efforts  to  get  the  record,  which  was  defectively  made  out, 
and  that  finally  the  clerk  informed  him  the  papers  were  lost,  and 
he  could  not  make  it  out;  he  was  therefore  unable  to  have  it  on 
the  former  trial,  since  which  time  the  papers  have  been  found  and 
the  record  made  out.    Story's  Eq.  Plead.  326. 

As  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  proof  to  injoin  the  judgment  per- 
petually, there  is  no  question.  The  land  has  been  sold  by  virtue 
of  a  judgment  against  Crockett,  rendered  before  the  sale  to  Ewing, 
and  the  law  is  settled,  that  where  a  note  is  given  for  land  convey- 
ed by  deed  with  warranty,  it  is  a  good  defence  to  it,  if  the  land 
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have  been  sold  tinder  a  judgment  against  the  grantor,  rendered  be- 
fore the  conveyance;  because,  by  such  sale  there  has  been  a  total 
fiedlure  of /consideration,  although  the  defendant  was  not  evicted, 
for  he  is  liable  to  be  evicted,  and  is  liable  for  mesne  profits.  11 
John.  R.  60. 

Hughes  for  defendant  Adams. 

To  the  bill  of  review  there  is  no  answer,  because  there  is  noth- 
ing in  it  to  be  answered,  and  the  same  is  taken  for  confessed.  It 
is  the  well  settled  practice  that  a  bill  of  review  can  only  be  filed 
on  one  of  two  grounds :  first,  upon  error  in  the  decree ;  or,  sec- 
ondly, upon  newly  discovered  matter  after  the  rendition  of  the 
decree.     See  Maddock's  Chancery,  535  to  540. 

This  bill  is  filed  upon  newly  discovered  matter,  which  is — since 
the  rendition  of  the  decree  the  complainants  have  ascertained  a 
transcript  from  the  circuit  court  of  Leake  can  now  be  obtained, 
which  could  not  be  done  before  the  decree. 

What  is  the  object  of  this  transcript?  It  is  to  prove  that  a  sale 
under  execution  took  place  of  the  property  which  is  the  consider- 
ation of  the  judgment  enjoined.  Was  it  necessary  to  prove  this 
by  tlie  transcript?  The  complainants  have  shown  that  there  was 
a  judgment  and  an  execution  in  existence  showing  the  levy  at 
^he  time  of  the  decree,  but  a  complete  transcript  of  the  record 
and  proceedings  could  not  be  had.  But  could  not  the  complain- 
ant have  shown  the  judgment  and  execution  thereon,  on  which  a 
levy  was  made,  and  prove  the  loss  of  the  other  papers;  or  with* 
out  proof  of  the  loss,  prove  by  the  sheriff  a  sale  under  execution 
on  the  judgment,  and  produce  the  sheriff's  deed,  or  copy  of  it, 
from  the  records  in  Leake.  This  could  have  all  been  done  at  the 
first  hearing,  as  the  land  was  not  sold,  and  of  course  the  com- 
plainants would  have  nothing  to  complain  of  If  the  sheriff  made 
no  deed,  the  execution  could  be  no  evidence  of  a  sale,  and  if  the 
deed  was  made  and  not  put  upon  record  within  three  months 
firom  the  making  the  same,  it  would  be  void  as  to  creditors  and 
purchasers.  We  must  presume,  however,  that  no  deed  was  made, 
because  none  is  averred.  And  the  transcript  now  produced,  and 
which  is  made  the  foundation  of  a  review,  shows  a  sale  under 
execution,  it  is  true,  but  subject  to  two  observations. 
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1.  The  return  on  the  execution  does  not  state  who  was  the 
purchaser. 

2.  The  said  transcript,  taken  in  connection  with  the  dates  men- 
tioned in  the  original  bill,  shews  that  no  sale  under  execution 
could  be  made  at  the  time  that  a  sale  is  said  to  have  been  made, 
which  would  divest  the  title  of  Ewing  to  the  land  sold,  because 
the  sale  and  deed  were  made  to  him  in  January,  1837;  at  that 
time  the  lien  of  the  judgment  was  subsisting,  and  Ewing  pur- 
chased subject  to  that  lien,  and  he  had  a  title  against  the  whole 
world  except  the  judgment  creditor.  The  judgment  creditor 
chose  not  to  enforce  his  lien  within  a  year  and  a  day,  and  his 
right  to  execution  was  at  an  end,  and  the  lien  was  dormant  and 
could^not  be  enforced,  and  the  purchase  by  Ewing  was  good.  See 
Michie  V.  Planters'  Bank,  4  Howard,  140. 

Scire  facias  afterwards  issued,  and  at  the  April  Term,  1838,  by 
the  judgment  of  the  court,  the  plaintiff  had  execution.  This, 
however,  gave  no  right  to  have  execution  of  property  aliened 
before  award  of  execution. 

But  it  no  where  appears  in  the  original  bill,  in  the  bill  of  review, 
in  the  answer  or  in  the  proof,  that  complainants  are  in  a  situation 
to  claim  the  benefit  of  the  relief  asked  by  them.  They  are  sure- 
ties for  Ewing,  against  whom,  with  them,  there  is  a  judgment;  and, 
for  any  thing  we  know,  Ewing  is  satisfied  with  the  title  of  Crock- 
ett, and  if  he  is,  the  complainants  have  no  right  to  be  raising  a 
dust  about  it.  They  do  not  come  into  this  court  to  ask  the  court 
to  give  them  the  benefit  of  the  equitable  lien  which  Crockett  has 
for  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money.  And  they  do  not  allege 
that  the  money  can  not  be  made  from  the  property  of  Ewing,  or 
that  he  is  insolvent,  or  will  not  pay  the  money.  The  case  is  pre- 
sented in  none  of  these  aspects,  and  upon  what  ground  the  relief 
is  prayed  which  is  asked  for,  counsel  do  not  know. 

But  suppose  the  complainants  are  the  persons  who  have  a  right 
to  come  into  this  court  and  ask  the  relief  they  pray,  are  they  enti- 
tled to  any?  It  is  submitted  that  they  are  not.  There  was  no 
failure  of  consideration,  if  a  failure  at  all,  until  after  the  filing  of 
the  bill.  The  land  had  not  been  sold  until  after  the  bill  had  been 
filed.  This  appears  firom  the  bill,  and  the  exhibit  filed  with  the 
bill  of  review.    The  complainants,  therefore,  had  no  failure  of 
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consideration  to  complain  of,  which  could  not  occur  until  by 
law  the  legal  right  to  the  note  sued  on  had  been  vested  in  the 
defendant  Adams.  After  the  title  at  law  in  him  had  been  com- 
plete, by  reason  of  the  insolvency  of  Crockett,  a  recovery  on  his 
covenant  could  not  be  made  effectual  which  would  vest  in  Ewing 
an  equity  against  Crockett  but  not  against  defendant  Adams. 
Adams  has  the  l^;al  title,  and  no  equity  existing  at  the  time  he 
acquired  that  legal  title  attaches  to  divest  it.  And  if  the  court 
were  to  review  and  revise  the  decree  formerly  pronounced,  the 
same  decree  would  again  be  rendered. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  bill  of  review  must  be  dismissed — 

1.  Because  the  matter  of  the  bill  is  not  newly  discovered  mat- 
ter, but  matter  of  which  the  complainant  shows  he  was  fully  ad- 
vised pending  the  original  bill,  but  which  he  says  he  could  not 
procure.  He  should  have  applied  for  a  continuance  or  a  re-hear- 
ing.    2  Yerger,  140;  6  John.  Ch.  Rep.  266. 

2.  The  matter  alleged  is  not  snfficent  to  sustain  thfe  bill,  when 
taken  in  connection  with  other  matters  shown  in  the  case,  to  wit: 
that  Ewing  must  have  sold  the  land — ^he  could  not,  therefore, 
resist  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money,  or  call  for  a  rescission, 
because  the  parties  could  not  be  placed  in  statu  quo;  and  this 
objection  must  prevail  equally  against  the  surety.  Collier  v. 
Thompson,  4  Monroe,  86. 

3.  I  am  strongly  inclined  to  the  opinion  that  the  delay  of  the 
plaintiff  in  enforcing  his  judgment  for  nearly  four  years,  is  to  be 
r^;arded  as  fraudulent  as  to  bona  fide  purchasers  from  the  judg- 
ment debtor.  Here  the  judgment  was  obtained  in  1836.  No  exe- 
cution issued  for  more  than  a  year,  and  a  set.  fa.  to  revive  was  not 
sued  out  until  March,  1838,  when  the  judgment  was  revived,  but 
no  fi.  fa.  was  taken  on  this  revivor  of  the  judgment  until  Novem- 
ber, 1839,  and  the  execution  was  levied  in  January,  1840. 

Let  the  bill  of  review  be  dismissed. 
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A  paTchaser  in  poBgession  is  not  pennitted,  except  under  pecnliar  circumstances,  to 
buy  in  an  outstanding  incumbrance  or  title,  and  oppose  it  to  the  title  of  his  rendor 
under  whom  he  entered.  A  court  of  equity  will  reimburse  a  purchaser  in  money 
advanced  in  the  extinguishment  of  incumbrances  by  way  of  perfecting  his  title;  but 
will  not  permit  him  to  array  such  incumbrance  in  hostility  to  the  title  of  his 
vendor. 

No  principle  is  better  founded  in  equity  than  that  a  purchaser  who  buys  up  or  dis- 
charges an  incumbrance  can  only  claim  against  his  vendor  the  amount  actually 
paid,  because  that  would  be  the  measure  of  damages  in  an  action  upon  the  covenants 
in  his  deed. 

A  deed  unduly  registered  for  the  want  of  a  valid  acknowledgement,  is  not  notice;  but 
such  a  deed  creates  an  equity,  which  will  be  inforced,  unless  notice  of  that  equity 
is  fully  and  positively  denied. 

A  purchaser  who  rests  his  defence  in  equity  upon  the  fact  of  being  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser without  notice,  must  deny  notice  folly,  positively  and  precisely,  although  no- 
tice be  not  charged  on  the  ether  side,  and  must  also  deny  all  knowledge  of  the  &cts 
charged  from  which  notice  may  be  inferred. 

When  a  subsequent  purchaser  stated  that  he  "had  no  actual  knowledge,"  nor  any  **de- 
tailed  information,"  relative  to  a  prior  lien,  this  denial  of  notice  was  held  insufficienL 

It  is  not  necessary  that  a  subsequent  purchaser  should  have  actual  knowledge  or  de- 
tailed information  in  order  to  charge  him  with  notice.  If  he  has  such  information 
as  gave  notice  of  the  substance  of  the  transaction,  or  as  would  have  led  him  to  ac- 
tual knowledge  or  detailed  information  on  the  subject,  it  was  quite  sufficient 

Whatever  is  sufficient  to  put  a  party  upon  inquiry  amounts  to  notice. 

If  a  purchaser,  without  notice  at  the  time  of  purchase,  receive  notice  before  he  makes'a 
payment  of  the  purchase  money,  the  land  in  his  hands  becomes  bound  from  that 
time  by  the  prior  equitable  lien,  to  the  extent  at  least  of  the  purchase  money  that 
then  remains  unpaid. 

This  bill  charges  that  about  the  13th  of  August,  1835,  one 
Lewis  Reno  sold  lot  No.  8  in  the  city  of  Jaclcson,  to  E.  B.  and  S. 
P.  Noble;  that  to  secure  the  payment  of  part  of  the  purchase 
money,  Reno  took  two  bills  single  on  the  purchasers,  dated  Jack- 
son, June  24,  1835,  the  one  for  three  thousand  five  hundred  dol- 
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lars,  payable  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  January,  1837,  the  other 
for  three  thousand  six  hundred  ^nd  forty  dollars,  payable  on  or 
before  the  first  day  of  July,  1837,  and  at  the  same  time  further  to 
secure  the  payment  of  the  bills  single,  said  Reno  took  a  deed  of 
trust  on  the  same  lot  sold  by  him  to  the  Nobles,  which  deed  was 
made  by  said  Nobles  to  one  Thomas  Rainey  as  trustee  to  secure 
the  payment  of  said  bills  single.  This  deed  was  duly  registered 
on  the  tenth  day  of  November,  A.  D.  1635.  After  the  registration 
of  the  deed,  and  during  the  month  of  November,  1835,  Reno,  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  sold  and  delivered  said  bills  single  and  deed 
of  trust  to  one  Henry  Harper,  who  is  the  complainant  in  this  bill. 
The  terms  of  the  deed  of  trust  were,  that  on  the  failxure  of  the  pay- 
ment of  either  of  the  bills  single  at  maturity,  the  tnistee,  within  six- 
ty days  thereafter,  at  the  request  of  said  Reno,  should  proceed  to  ad- 
vertise said  property  for  sale,  by  giving  forty  days'  notice,  in  such 
newspaper  as  might  then  be  printed  in  Jackson,  of  the  time  and  place 

•  of  sale,  and  sell  so  much  of  said  lot  as  might  be  necessary  to  disch  arge 
such  sum  as  might  be  due  at  the  time  of  such  sale.  The  first  of 
said  bills  single  is  due;  more  than  sixty  days  have  transpired  since 
it  became  due,  the  same  remains  unpaid,  and  Rainey  the  trustee 
refuses  to  execute  the  deed  of  trust,  and  Reno  refuses  to  request 
or  compel  him  to  do  so.  The  pretence  for  this  refusal  is,  that 
Harper  cannot  have  execution  of  the  deed  of  trust,  because  there 
are  judgments  against  the  Nobles  older  than  the  deed,  which 
are  liens  on  the  lot  covered  by  the  deed  of  trust.  At  the  March 
term,  1835,  of  the  circuit  court  of  Hinds  county,  judgments  were 
rendered  against  Reno  for  the  aggregate  sum  of  nine  hundred  dol- 
lars, in  favor  of  difierent  parties.  On  these  judgments  executions 
were  issued,  and  on  the  first  Monday  in  October,  1836,  the  sherifi" 
sold  said  lot  No.  8  to  one  Nathan  Ewing,  who  was  the  bar-keeper 
of  the  said  Nobles,  for  the  sum  of  seven  thousand  five  hundred 
and  twenty-five  dollars,  as  the  agent  of  the  Nobles,  who  furnished 
him  the  money  to  pay  the  sheriff,  and  the  benefit  of  this  purchase 
enured  to  them.  In  the  mean  time  one  John  L.  Johnson  bought 
the  lot  of  the  Nobles,  and,by  their  direction  the  sheriflf  made  a  deed 
of  the  lot  to  Johnson  on  the  payment  by  the  Nobles  of  nine  hun- 
dred dollars  to  satisfy  the  executions  against  Reno.  The  bill 
charges,  that  although  the  sheriff's  deed  was  made  to  Johnson, 
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the  purchase  money  was  paid  by  the  Nobles  and  perfected  their 
title  from  Reno.  It  also  prays  that  the  trustee  be  compelled  to  ex- 
ecute the  deed  of  trust. 

The  Nobles,  in  their  joint  answer,  admit  all  the  material  allega- 
tions of  the  bill,  except  that  they  deny  that  Ewing  acted  as  their 
agent  in  the  purchase  of  the  lot  at  sheriff's  sale.  In  reply  to  this 
allegation  of  the  bill,  they  say  that  Ewing,  "though  not  from  any 
act,  suggestion  or  procurement  of  said  Reno  or  of  the  complain  • 
ant,  allowed  respondents  the  benefit  of  his  purchase,  on  the  con- 
dition that  they  should  refund  to  him  the  money  he  paid  to  the 
sheriff  on  said  execution  and  sale.  To  enable  that  offer  to  be 
effected,  the  sheriff  gave  a  short  time  upon  the  residue  of  Ewing's 
bid,  (some  three  hundred  dollars  having  been  paid  down,)  and  re- 
spondents fortunately  succeeded  in  obtaining  the  fund  required  to 
reimburse  said  Ewing  and  to  redeem  the  said  lot.  The  deed  of 
the  sheriff  was  requested  to  be  made  to  the  defendant  Johnson,  to 
whom  respondents  sold  said  lot." 

The  defendant  Johnson,  in  his  answer,  says,  "that  in  regard  to 
the  sale  of  lot  eight  in  the  town  of  Jackson,  from  said  Reno  to 
said  E.  B.  and  S.  F.  Noble,  the  notes  given  for  the  price,  the  deed 
to  secure  the  notes,  the  subsequent  assignment  of  those  notes  to 
complainant,  and  the  delivery  to  him  of  said  deed,  as  also  any 
consideration  paid  and  secured  by  him  as  stated  in  said  bill,  this 
respondent  has  never  had  any  actual  knowledge,  nor  indeed  any 
information,  other  than  that  the  said  E.  B.  and  S.  F.  Noble,  or  one 
of  them,  informed  him  that  they  had  purchased  the  same  from  said 
Reno;  and  about  January,  1837,  he  heard  complainant  speak  of 
his  claim:  certain  he  is  he  never  had  earlier  or  more  specific  in- 
formation upon  those  matters,  nor  indeed  to  the  best  of  his  mem- 
ory and  belief  any  more  detailed  information,  until  seeing  a  copy 
of  said  bill."  Johnson  also  states  that  the  Nobles  procured  the 
sheriff  to  make  a  deed  to  him,  and  also  gave  him  their  own  deed. 
He  insists  that  his  title  is  good,  and  files,  as  exhibits,  the  judg- 
ments and  executions  under  which  said  sheriff's  sale  was  made.  • 
William  C.  Demoss,  the  sheriff,  who  made  the  sale,  who  was 
also  made  a  defendant  to  the  bill,  states  that  he  had  executions 
against  Reno  to  the  amount  of  nine  hundred  dollars;  that  he 
levied  said  executions  on  said  lot  No.  8,  mentioned  in  complain- 
Vol.  I.— 28 
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aQt's  bill,  and  sold  same  to  one  N.  Ewing,  who  bid  the  sum  of 
seven  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  who  paid  about  three  hun- 
dred dollars  down;  that  afterwards  the  Nobles  paid  the  balance  of 
the  executions,  with  the  costs  of  sale,  &c.  and  being  in  all  about 
nine  himdred  dollars,  and  claimed  the  balance  of  the  bid  made  by 
Ewing  as  their  own.  At  the  request  of  Ewing  he  made  the  deed 
to  Johnson. 

The  acknowledgment  of  the  deed  of  trust  made  by  the  Nobles 
to  Rainey,  and  which  this  bill  seeks  to  enforce,  is  as  follows: 
''  State  of  Mississippi,  Hinds  county. 

"Jackson,  October,  28, 1835. 

"  This  day  personally  appeared  [before  the  subscriber,  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  for  Hinds  county,  the  above  signed  S.  F.  Noble, 
who  acknowledged  the  above  signature  of  his  name  to  the  fore- 
going deed  of  trust  to  be  his  free  act  and  deed. 

"  John  Widgery,  J.  P/' 
"  State  of  Mississippi,  Hinds  county. 

"  Jackson,  October  28,  1835. 

"  This  day  appeared  before  me,  Charles  W.  Webber,  one  of  the 
subscribing  witnesses  to  the  foregoing  deed  of  trust,  and  being 
duly  sworn,  says  that  he  saw  the  above  signature  of  E.  B.  Noble, 
and  also  saw  the  said  deed  of  trust  signed,  sealed  and  delivered. 

"  John  Widgery,  J.  P." 

William  Yerger  for  complainant. 

The  only  point  to  which  I  shall  call  the  attention  of  the  court 
in  my  brief,  is,  whether  or  not  Johnson  is  a  purchaser  for  value. 
If  so,  and  that  fact  is  established,  the  complainants  have  no  fiir- 
ther  equity  against  him.  If  not,  I  believe  it  is  admitted  that  the 
property  is  liable  to  the  trust. 

First.  It  is  necessary,  when  a  party  relies  upon  the  fact  that  he 
is  a  purchaser  for  value,  without  notice,  to  prove  it.  It  is  said 
that  the  answer  of  Johnson  is  proof  of  this  fact — because,  as  alle- 
ged, an  answer  in  reply  to  allegations  in  the  bill  is  to  be  taken  as 
true,  unless  controverted.  This  rule  we  do  not  deny;  but  we  say 
that  such  is  not  the  fact  in  this  case.  It  is  charged  in  the  bill 
that  Rainey,  to  avoid  performance  of  his  trust,  asserted  that  John- 
son had  purchased  of  the  Nobles,  &c.    It  does  not  charge  that 
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Johnson  did  or  did  not  so  purchase.  What,  then,  would  have 
constituted  a  reply  to  that  charge?  Most  certainly,  an  answer 
saying  that  Rainey  did  not  assert  these  things.  Instead  of  that, 
the  defendants  come  in  and  say  they  are  purchasers  for  value,  d&c. 
a  statement  not  responsive  to  any  allegation  in  the  bill,  because 
the  bill  does  not  charge  that  they  are  not  purchasers  for  value. 
The  case  cited  in  4  Paige,  370,  was  of  this  kind.  The  bill  chaig- 
ed  that  the  defendants  were  not  purchasers  for  value.  The  an- 
swer said  they  were.  In  this  case  the  answer  was  directly  respon- 
sive, and  therefore  proof.  The  difference  between  the  cases  will 
be  seen  by  reference  to  them.  The  rule  is  laid  down  in  Virginia, 
that  an  answer  which  asserts  a  right  affirmatively,  (though,  in 
form,  responsive  to  a  question  put  in  the  bill,)  in  opposition  to  the 
plaintiff's  demand,  is  not  evidence;  but  the  defendant  is  bound  to 
establish  his  assertion  by  independent  testimony.  1  Mun£  393, 
395;  1  Wash.  224. 

These  cases,  the  court  will  perceive,  are  directly  in  point,  and 
decisive  of  it.  The  answer,  then,  not  being  responsive  to  any 
allegation  in  the  bill,  but  setting  up  matter  in  avoidance,  must  be 
proved  to  entitle  the  party  to  any  benefit  under  it 

D.  Shelton,  Prtor  Lea  and  John  B.  Forester  for  com- 
plainants. 

On  the  13th  of  August,  1835,  Reno  sold  lot  No.  8  in  square  1 
south,  in  Jackson,  to  E.  B.  &  S.  P.  Noble,  who  gave  their  notes 
to  him  for  seven  thousand  one  hundred  dollars,  and,  to  secure  the 
payment  of  the  notes,  gave  a  deed  of  trust,  (Thomas  Rainey, 
trustee,)  dated  13th  August,  1836,  on  said  lot  This  deed  of  trust 
was  registered  10th  November,  1836. 

In  November,  1835,  Reno  sold  and  transferred,  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  the  said  notes  and  deed  of  trust  to  complainants. 
Since  that  time,  and  since  registration 'of  the  deed  of  trust,  John 
L.  Johnson  has  purchased  said  lot,  and  has  possession  of  it,  and 
Rainey  fraudulently  refuses  to  execute  the  deed  of  trust. 

Johnson  defends  the  case,  and  claims  title  to  the  property, 
against  the  deed  of  trust,  under  a  purchase  at  sheriff's  sale,  dated 
3d  October,  1836,  which  deed  was  registered  3d  July,  1837;  (filed.) 
The  facts  relative  to  said  deed  are  these:  the  lot  was  sold  by  the 
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sheriff  of  Hinds  county,  under  three  executions  against  Reno,  is- 
•sued  on  forthcoming  bonds  forfeited  and  liens,  commencing  as 
follows :  Planters'  Bank  v.  Reno  et  al,  forfeited  1st  Monday  of 
September,  1835,  judgment,  interest  and  costs,  $398.95;  Ahero  v. 
Reno  et  al  forfeited  1st  Monday  of  July,  1835,  judgment,  interest 
and  costs,  $249.55;  Thomas  v.  Reno  et  al  forfeited  1st  Monday 
of  July,  1835,  judgment,  interest  and  costs,  $263.61— the  judg- 
ment, interest  and  costs  in  said  three  cases  being  $912.11.  See 
Demoss's  deposition  and  records  filed. 

The  lot  was  bid  off  by  Nathan  Ewing,  at  $7,525.  Ewing  paid 
on  the  bid  $200  or  $300,  and  afterwards  the  Nobles  paid  the  rem- 
nant of  the  $912.11,  due  on  said  executions,  which  is  all  that  ever 
was  paid  on  said  bid.  The  Nobles  gave  their  receipt  to  Demoss 
for  the  balance  of  the  bid.  At  the  time  of  that  purchase,  Ewing, 
who  was  barkeeper  for  the  Nobles,  told  Demoss  that  the  Nobles 
would  pay  the  remnant  of  the  $912.11,  and  requested  that  there- 
upon title  should  be  made  to  the  Nobles.  No  title  was,  however, 
made  until  a  long  time  thereafter,  and  then  at  request  of  Nobles 
made  to  Johnson.  See  Demoss's  deposition  and  Johnson's  answer. 
But  in  the  mean  time, to  wit:  on  the  7th  December,  1836,  Johnson 
purchased  from  Nobles  the  said  lot;  price  not  stated  or  proved; 
paid  about  $7000,  part  of  the  purchase  money,  and  received  from 
Noble  a  bond  to  make  title;  he  afterwards  increased  his  payments 
to  $10,000,  in  December,  1836.  The  Nobles  procured  the  deed 
from  the  sheriff  to  be  made  to  Johnson.  This  deed  is  dated  3d 
October,  1835,  the  day  of  the  sheriff's  sale;  both  Demoss's  depo- 
sition and  Johnson's  answer  show  that  deed  to  have  been  made  a 
long  time  after  the  day  of  said  sale,  and  after  Johnson  purchased 
of  Noble.  It  is  proved  for  registration  on  the  3d  July,  1837,  and 
on  that  day  registered,  nine  months  after  its  date,  and  six  months 
after  Nobles  sold  to  Johnson.    See  Johnson's  answer. 

In  April,  1837,  Johnson  gave  to  said  Nobles,  in  part  for  the  pur- 
chase money,  his  note  for  $11,200,  with  satisfactory  indorsers. 
That  note  was  unpaid  at  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  re- 
mains so  to  the  present  time.    See  Hall's  deposition  and  exhibit. 

The  bill  was  filed  7th  June,  1837;  process  served  on  Johnson 
20th  June,  half  a  month  before  the  deed  from  Demoss  to  Johnson 
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is  proved  to  have  been  executed,  and  half  a  month  before  it  was 
registered. 

The  judgments  against  Reno,  under  which  the  property  was 
sold,  and  on  which  Nobles  paid  $900,  were  in  being  and  existing 
of  record  at  the  time  of  the  sale  from  Reno  to  Nobles.  Nobles, 
therefore,  purchased  with  notice  of  the  existence  of  these  incum- 
brances, yet  executed  the  contract.  He  will  not,  therefore,  be  now 
allowed  to  set  aside  the  original  purchase  and  claim  under  the 
sherifTs  sale.  It  would  be  tantamount  to  a  rescission  of  the  origi* 
nal  contract.  For,  an  incumbrance  existing  at  the  time  of  pur- 
chase, and  of  which  the  purchaser  has  constructive  notice,  or  of 
which,  on  reasonable  inquiry,  he  might  have  obtained  actual  no- 
tice, chancery  will  not  rescind.  Law  Lib.;  5  Ves.  508;  Fonb.  Eq. 
288,  note;  2  J.  C.  R.  522. 

This  purchase  by  Nobles  was  but  a  clearance  of  an  inciun- 
brance  to  which  the  lot  was  liable  at  the  time  of  their  purchase, 
and  if  any  thing,  they  are  only  entitled  to  the  deduction  of  the 
amount  actually  paid  by  them,  to  wit,  nine  hundred  and  twelve 
dollars  from  their  notes  to  Reno. 

But  Johnson  cledms  to  be  a  purchaser  from  Noble  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  without  notice,  of  the  deed  of  trust.  This  raises 
the  question  of  the  correctness  of  the  probate  of  said  deed  of  trust 
I  think  it  suiBcient,  though  informal ;  but  leaving  that  for  other 
counsel  to  argue,  there  are  two  things  developed  by  the  answers 
and  proof  that  are  fatal  to  this  plea  of  the  defendant  Johnson. 

1.  To  entitle  him  to  the  benefit  of  it,  he  must  have  paid  the 
purchase  money  before  notice  of  our  claim,  otherwise  the  lot  will 
be  made  liable,  and  he  will  be  entitled  to  a  deduction  from  the 
amount  of  purchase  money  unpaid.  2  Rob.  Prac.  26,  27;  7  J.  C. 
R.  65;  10  Ves.  271;  3  Pierre  Will.  306;  1  J.  C.  R.  288,  300. 
Eleven  thousand  two  hundred  dollars  of  the  purchase  money  still 
remains  unpaid.  See  Johnson's  answer  and  W.  A.  HalPs  deposi- 
tion and  exhibit. 

2.  To  have  entitled  him  to  this  plea  he  must  have  completed 
his  title  before  notice  of  oiu  claim,  otherwise,  equities  being  equal, 
we  being  prior  in  time,  will  have  preference  in  law.  2  Rob.  Prac. 
26,  27;  3  Leigh  235,  365;  1  Munf.  38,  303. 

When  the  sheriflf's  deed  to  Johnson  was  made  does  not  appear 

28* 
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by  the  record  or  testimony.  It  bears  date  3d  October,  1835,  the 
day  of  the  sheriflf's  sale,  but  both  Johnson's  answer  and  Demosrf 
deposition  show  it  to  have  been  made  after  purchase  from  Noble, 
which  was  in  December,  1836,  more  than  a  year  after  it  bears 
date.  This  is  a  falsehood  in  a  material  point.  A  deed  false  in  a 
material  point  is  not  entitled  to  full  credit.  1  J.  C.  R.  344.  The 
presumptions  are,  therefore,  in  all  things  against  said  deed.  But 
this  deed  is  not  proved  to  have  been  in  existence  until  3d  July, 
1837.  The  presumptions  are,  therefore,  that  it  was  not  made 
until  then.  That  was  after  this  suit  was  brought,  and  after  ser- 
vice of  process  on  the  defendant  Johnson.  Johnson,  therefore  had 
notice  of  our  claim  before  he  completed  his  title. 

Again,  we  gave  him  actual  notice  before  he  gave  us  construc- 
tive notice  of  his  purchase.  Independent  of  notice,  our  equity  is 
superior  because  our  deed  is  oldest.  Therefore  if  he  be  entitled 
to  preference  he  must  claim  it  because  his  notice  was  first ;  for 
under  our  statutes,  see  H.  and  H.  p. — ,  neither  deed  had  eflFect 
against  third  persons  until  registration  or  actual  notice  proved. 
His,  therefore,  was  ineffectual  against  us  until  the  3d  July,  1837 ; 
but  ours  took  effect  against  him  on  the  20th  of  June,  1837,  when 
process  was  served  on  him,  and  his  registration  afterwards  gave 
him  no  preference,  for  priority  of  registry  is  of  no  avail  against 
actual  previous  notice  of  an  outstanding  but  unregistered  mort- 
gage or  deed  of  trust.    2  J.  C.  R.  603. 

The  decree  will,  of  course,  be  the  appointment  of  a  trustee  to 
sell  the  property  under  the  deed  of  trust,  and  the  proceeds  to 
apply  to  the  payment  of  the  two  notes  secured  thereby. 

J.  S.  and  G.  S.  Yerger  for  respondent  Johnson. 

Our  first  inquiry  will  be,  is  Johnson  a  purchaser  for  valuable 
consideration  without  notice  of  the  prior  deed  of  trust  made  by 
Nobles  to  Reno.  The  bill  admits  him  to  be  a  purchaser.  But 
this  is  not  the  case  of  a  man  purchasing  a  title  with  notice  of  a 
prior  right.  It  is  a  purchase  of  the  prior  right  itself,  the  legal 
evidence  of  which  is  the  sheriff's  deed  to  him.  The  whole  proof 
rests  on  the  complainant.  We  do  not  set  up  the  defence  of  pur- 
chase for  consideration  with  notice  of  a  prior  equity,  but  we  say 
we  have  the  prior  l^[al  and  equitable  title  by  virtue  of  the  sher- 
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iff's  deed,  provided  the  judgments  bound  the  interest  of  Reno. 
Being  purchaser  at  sheriff  sale,  we  stand  in  the  lieu  of  creditors. 

Neither  the  deed  of  trust  from  Noble,  nor  the  deed  from  Reno 
is  proved  as  required  by  law.  The  justice's  seed  is  not  to  the  cer- 
tificate, nor  does  the  certificate  state  that  Noble  sealed  and  deliv- 
ered the  deed;  it  only  says  he  signed  it. 

If  Ewing  purchased  for  the  benefit  of  the  Nobles  and  paid  the 
money  himself,  until  the  Nobles  repaid  him  he  would  have  the 
l^al  title  under  the  judgments.  It  is  not  the  purchasing  of  prop- 
erty for  another,  but  the  payment  of  the  money  by  tlie  other 
which  constitutes  a  resulting  trust. 

Johnson  had  no  notice  of  any  arrangement  between  them,  or  of 
the  deed  of  trust.  If  he  had,  it  would  make  no  difference,  for  the 
doctrine  of  purchase  with  notice  applies  only  to  purchasers  firom 
the  party  who  previously  sold  of  a  prior  right.  Here  the  purchase 
was  of  the  prior  right  itself.  1  Story,  386.  Notice  to  Ewing  is 
not  notice  to  Johnson.  1  Story,  396.  But  if  the  purchase  had 
been  from  Nobles,  actual  notice  is  denied.  It  must  be  clearly 
proved.  4  Cruise  Dig.  499 ;  2  John.  Ch.  Rep.  130;  8  John.  Ch. 
Rep.  157.  If  the  registry  of  the  deed  of  trust  is  constructive 
notice,  the  acknowledgment  and  probate  of  the  same  must  be 
such  as  is  required  by  law.    4  Cruise  Dig.  488^  note. 

The  deed  of  trust  is  not  acknowledged  and  certified  as  required 
by  law.  Rev.  Code  p.  — ;  2  Watts  Rep.  31 ;  6  Munroe,  288 ; 
Litlfel's  Select  Oases,  292 ;  4  Dana,  329.  A  purchaser  without 
notice  is  protected  as  to  all  payments  made  prior  to  notice.  1 
John.  Ch.  Rep.  298;  Story's  Pleading,  213-14-18,  653;  4  Paige, 
368. 

The  Chancellor. 

To  understand  and  properly  dispose  of  the  several  questions 
raised  in  this  case,  it  is  necessary  that  I  should  advert  to  the  lead- 
ing facts,  which  serve  to  develope  its  character. 

The  complainant  is  the  assignee  of  several  promissory  notes 
given  by  the  defendants,  E.  B.  &  S.  F.  Noble  to  Lewis  Reno,  for 
the  purchase  of  some  town  lots  in  the  City  of  Jackson.  A  deed 
of  trust  was  given  on  the  lots  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  notes 
so  made,  which  notes  and  deed  of  trust  were  afterwards  transfer- 
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red  by  Reno,  to  the  complainant,  who  now  alleges  that  the  trustee 
named  in  the  deed  refuses  to  execute  it,  and  prays  that  the  same 
may  be  carried  into  effect  by  a  decree  of  this  court.  The  answer 
of  the  Nobles  admits  the  sale  by  Reno  to  them,  and  the  execution 
of  the  notes  and  deed  of  trust  referred  to  in  the  bill,  but  states  by 
way  of  defence,  that  lot  No.  8  included  in  said  purchase,  was 
levied  on  and  sold,  by  virtue  of  executions  against  said  Reno  of 
older  date  than  their  deed  from  him.  That  one  Nathan  Ewing 
bid  off  said  lot  at  said  sale,  and  agroed  to  let  them  have  the  bene- 
fit of  his  bid,  upon  condition  that  they  refunded  the  amount  of 
money  paid  by  him.  It  appears  that  after  the  sheriff's  sale,  and  be- 
fore he  made  title  to  any  one,  the  Nobles  sold  the  lot  to  the  defen- 
dant Johnson,  and  procured  the  sheriff  to  make  a  deed  direct  to 
Johnson.  Johnson  states  in  his  answer,  that  he  had  no  actual 
knowledge  about  the  existence  of  the  deed  of  trust  in  favor  of  Re- 
no, at  the  time  when  he  became  the  purchaser  of  the  lot  from  No- 
ble, and  insists  that  his  title  is  clear  and  complete.  The  deposition 
of  Demoss,  shows  that  Ewing  was  the  bar-keeper  of  the  Nobles 
at  the  time  of  the  sale  made  by  him  as  sheriff  of  said  town  lot ; 
that  Ewing  paid  two  or  three  hundred  dollars  and  directed  him  to 
make  a  deed  to  the  Nobles;  that  they  paid  the  remainder  of  the 
money  due  on  the  executions,  amounting  to  upwards  of  nine  hun- 
dred dollars.  The  defence  of  Johnson  seems  to  me  to  depend  in 
part,  upon  the  question  whether  the  Nobles  are  to  be  regarded  as 
the  rod  purchasers  under  the  sheriff's  sale,  and  if  so,  whether  the 
effect  of  that  purchase  was  to  cut  out  the  inciunbrance  which  the 
complainant  seeks  to  make  available.  I  think  it  is  sufficiently  ap- 
parent that  Ewing  acted  as  the  mere  agent  of  the  Nobles  in  bid- 
ding at  the  sheriff's  sale ;  this  is  plainly  inferrable  as  well  from  the 
facts  referred  to,  as  from  the  circumstance  that  nearly  all  the  pur- 
chase money  was  paid  directly  by  them  to  the  sheriff,  and  that 
Ewing  at  no  time  claimed  any  title  under  (iis  bid,  but  directed  the 
sheriff  to  make  a  deed  direct  to  his  employers.  Indeed  the  Nobles 
distinctly,  admit  in  their  answer  that  they  were  compelled  to 
raise  and  pay  the  amount  of  the  execution  against  the  lot.  In 
this  part  of  the  answer  there  is  a  strongly  implied,  if  not  direct 
admission  in  support  of  the  allegation  of  the  bill  that  Ewing  acted 
as  a  mere  agent  in  bidding  at  the  sheriff's  sale,  and  that  his  bid 
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was  paid  with  Noble's  money.  From  all  these  facts,  it  is  difficult 
to  resist  the  conclusion,  that  Ewing*s  agency  in  the  matter,  was  a 
mere  contrivance  by  which  the  Nobles  intended  to  become  the  real 
purchasers  through  a  feigned  purchase  on  the  part  of  another,  and 
then  set  up  title  through  that  channel  against  their  immediate  ven- 
dor by  way  of  defeating  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money. 
This  the  law  will  not  tolerate. 

A  purchaser  in  possession  is  not  permitted,  except  under  pecu- 
liar circumstances,  to  buy  in  an  out  standing  incumbrance  or  title, 
and  oppose  it  to  the  title  of  his  vendor,  under  whom  he  entered. 

A  court  of  equity  will  *re-imburse  a  purchaser  in  money  advan- 
ced in  the  extinguishment  of  incumbrances,  by  way  of  perfecting 
his  title,  but  will  not  permit  him  to  array  such  incumbrance  in 
hostility  to  the  title  of  his  vendor.  4  Munroe's  Rep.  297-^8 ;  2 
John.  Ch.  33. 

If  then  the  transaction  shows  that  the  Nobles  were  the  real  pur- 
chasers at  the  sheriffs  sale,  it  is  quite  clear  that  they  could  only 
claim  to  have  the  amount  of  money  paid  at  such  sale,  abated  from 
the  purchase  money  due  by  them,  under  the  deed  of  trust.  No 
principle  is  better  founded  in  equity,  than  that  a  purchaser  who 
buys  up  or  discharges  an  incumbrance  can  only  claim  against  his 
vendor  the  amount  actually  paid,  because  that  would  be  the  mea- 
sure of  damages  in  an  action  upon  the  covenants  in  his  deed. 
Sugden's  Vend.  1  pt.  642.  But  it  is  insisted,  by  the  counsel  for 
Johnson,  that  the  fact  that  the  deed  under  the  sheriffs  sale  was 
made  direct  to  him,  clothes  him  with  all  the  rights  of  a  purchaser 
at  that  sale,  and  that  his  title  conunences  with  the  date  of  the  judg- 
ment under  which  the  lot  was  sold,  which  is  older  than  that  of 
the  complainant's  deed  of  trust.  And  it  is  insisted  that  even  if 
Johnson  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  purchaser  from  the  Nobles,  he  is  a 
purchaser  without  notice  of  the  complainant's  deed  of  trust,  and  is 
entitled  to  protection  against  it.  I  propose  to  examine  these  points 
in  the  order  in  which  they  are  made.  The  argument  that  John- 
son is  to  be  regarded  as  a  purchaser  at  the  sheriffs  sale,  has,  I  con- 
ceive, no  foundation  in  the  facts  of  the  case ;  the  contrary  is  fully 
established  by  every  feature  of  both  the  pleadings  and  proof.  John- 
son, himself,  most  distinctly  admits  in  his  answer  that  he  pur- 
chased directly  from  the  Nobles;  be  says  he  was  not  even  at  the 
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sheriflfs  sale,  and  did  not  commence  a  treaty  for  the  purchase  from 
Noble  mitil  some  time  thereafter ;  and  he  shows  that  although  he 
received  a  deed  from  the  sheriff,  he  also  took  the  obligation  of  the 
Nobles  to  make  him  a  title.  Johnson  was  then  in  truth,  and  in 
fiwt,  a  purchaser  from  Noble,  and  the  mere  expedient  of  taking  a 
deed  from  the  sheriff,  imder  the  direction  of  Noble,  did  not  change 
the  true  nature  and  character  of  the  transaction,  so  as  to  destroy 
the  prior  equity  of  third  persons  against  his  vendor.  A  Court  of 
Equity  looks  to  the  substance  of  things,  and  will  not  permit  the 
ends  of  justice  to  be  defeated  by  any  formal  contrivance  of  the 
parties.  There  is  much  reason  to  believe  that  this  expedient  was 
devised  in  anticipation  of  the  present  controversy.  The  fact  is 
clear  that  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  by  Johnson,  the  title  to  the 
lot  was  beneficially  and  substantially  in  the  Nobles ;  the  interest 
which  they  acquired  by  their  purchase  at  sheriff's  sale  enured  to 
the  title  they  obtained  from  Reno,  under  which  latter  title  they 
could  alone  claim  as  against  Reno  or  his  assignees. 

Johnson,  then,  having  purchased  from  the  Nobles,  stands  in  their 
situation  with  reference  to  the  deed  of  trust,  unless  he  is  protec- 
ted, as  a  bona  fide  purchaser  without  notice  of  that  deed ;  and 
this  brings  me  to  his  second  ground  of  defence.  The  deed  of  trust 
appears  to  have  been  recorded  on  the  11th  day  of  November  1835; 
but  it  is  insisted  that  this  registration  did  not  amount  to  notice  be- 
cause of  the  defects  in  the  certificates  of  proof  and  acknowledg- 
ment. The  certificates  are  not  made  under  the  seal  of  the  certi- 
fying officer,  nor  is  it  stated  by  the  witness  who  was  called  to  prove 
the  deed,  that  he  saw  the  grantors  sign  the  same,  or  that  he  saw 
the  other  witness  sign  in  the  presence  of  the  grantor,  or  that  they 
signed  in  the  presence  of  each  other.  It  is  clear  that  these  certi- 
ficates fall  far  short  of  the  requirements  of  the  statute  of  the  state 
upon  that  subject ;  the  registration  of  the  deed  does  not  therefore, 
according  to  the  authorities  upon  that  subject,  amoimt  to  construc- 
tive notice  to  subsequent  purchasers.  How.  &  Hutch.  Dig.  345-6; 
1  Sch.  ifc  Lefroy  157.  Heister  v.  Fortner,  2  Binney's  Rep.  40. 
James  v.  Morey,  2  Cow.  246-296. 

These  authorities  hold  that  a  deed  unduly  registered  firom  the 
want  of  a  valid  acknowledgment,  is  not  notice.  It  may  be  well 
doubted,  however,  whether  upon  a  just  application  of  well  settled 
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principles  to  all  the  facts  of  this  case,  Johnson  can  assert  any  claim 
to  the  protection  of  the  court  as  a  purchaser  without  notice. 
Whether  the  deed  of  trust  was  fully  and  legally  executed  and  re- 
corded, so  as  to  amount  to  constructive  notice,  or  not,  it  at  least 
created  an  equity  in  favor  of  the  complainant,  which  he  is  entitled 
to  enforce,  unless  notice  of  that  equity  is  fully  and  positively  de- 
nied. 

A  purchaser  who  rests  his  defence  in  equity  upon  the  fact  of 
being  a  bona  fide  purchaser  without  notice,  must  deny  notice  ful- 
ly, positively,  and  precisely,  although  notice  be  not  charged  on 
the  other  side,  and  must  also  deny  all  knowledge  of  the  facts 
charged  from  which  notice  may  be  inferred.  Gallatian  v.  Cun- 
ningham, 8  Cow.  R.  361;  Woodruff  v.  Cook,  2  Edw.  Ch.  R.  259; 
Hopkins'  Ch.  R.  48. 

Is  Johnson's  answer  a  full,  positive  and  precise  denial  of  notice 
of  the  complainant's  equity?  I  think  not.  Referring  to  the  alle- 
gations of  the  bill  with  reference  to  the  sale  by  Reno  to  Noble, 
the  notes  given  for  the  purchase  money,  the  deed  of  trust  made  to 
secure  the  payment,  and  the  assignment  thereof  to  the  complain- 
ant, he  says  of  these  matters  he  "never  had  any  actual  knowledge, 
or  indeed  any  information  other  than  that  the  said  E.  B.  and  S.  F. 
Noble,  or  one  of  them,  informed  him  about  the  time  of  the  sale  of 
said  lot  to  the  respondent  that  they  had  purchased  the  same  from 
sa'.d  Reno;  and  about  January,  1837,  he  heard  complainant  speak 
of  his  claim:  certain  he  is  he  never  had  earlier  or  more  specific 
information  on  these  matters,  nor  indeed,  to  the  best  of  his  memo- 
ry and  belief,  any  more  detailed  information  until  seeing  a  copy  of 
said  bill."  There  is  a  degree  of  circumlocution  about  all  this  that 
leaves  one  in  doubt  as  to  what  he  intended  to  admit  or  deny.  He 
has  chosen  to  group  a  number  of  important  facts,  and  then  pro- 
ceeds in  general  and  indefinite  language  to  answer  them  in  the 
aggregate.  Does  he  mean  to  afiirm  that  he  had  no  "actual  know- 
ledge" or  "specific  or  detailed  information"  of  these  facts  taken  as 
a  whole?  or  that  he  had  no  information  of  these  facts  taken  sepa- 
rately? He  may  have  had  no  precise  knowledge  of  all  the  facts 
taken  collectively,  and  yet  be  well  advised  of  some  one  of  those 
facts  taken  separately.  The  phrases,  "actual  knowledge"  and  "de- 
tailed information,"  are  altogether  too  equivocal,  and  fall  far  short 
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of  that  full,  direct,  and  positive  denial  which  a  purchaser  who 
claims  protection  against  the  equity  of  another  on  account  of  want 
of  notice,  is  required  to  make.  It  is  not  necessary  that  he  should 
have  had  actual  knowledge  or  detailed  information  in  order  to 
charge  him  with  notice.  If  he  had  such  information  as  gave  no- 
tice of  the  substance  of  the  transaction,  or  as  would  have  led  him 
to  actual  knowledge  or  detailed  information  on  the  subject,  it  was 
quite  sufficient.  It  is  a  well  recognized  principle,  that  whatever 
is  sufficient  to  put  a  party  upon  inquiry,  amounts  in  equity  to  no- 
tice. Johnson  admits  that  he  was  informed  at  the  time  of  the 
purchase  that  Noble  bought  the  same  town  lot  from  Reno.  The 
deed  from  Reno  to  Noble  recites  that  the  purchase  money  was 
"secured  to  be  paid."  Slight  diligence  on  the  part  of  Johnson 
would  have  informed  him  that  the  money  was  secured  to  be  paid 
by  the  deed  of  trust,  which  the  complainant  now  asks  to  enforce. 

But  whether  his  denial  of  notice  of  the  complainant's  claim  at 
the  time  of  his  purchase  be  sufficient  or  not,  there  are  facts  in  the 
case  which  charge  him  with  such  notice  before  he  had  paid  the 
purchase  money.  He  admits  that  the  complainant  informed  him 
of  his  claim  as  early  as  January,  1837;  and  it  appears  from  the 
deposition  and  the  exhibit  thereto  of  Hall,  that  eleven  thousand 
dollars  of  the  purchase  money  was  then  owing,  due,  and  unpaid — 
an  amount  greater  than  that  which  the  complainant  claims  to  en- 
force under  his  deed  of  trust.  He  also  had  notice  as  early  as  the 
20th  June,  of  the  same  year,  by  tlie  service  of  the  process  in  this 
case,  at  which  time  it  seems  the  purchase  money  still  remained 
unpaid.  It  was  his  duty  to  have  paused  at  the  first  notice,  and  to 
have  refused  to  go  furtlier  with  his  contract;  and  if  he  afterwards 
made  any  payments,  they  were  made  in  his  own  wrong. 

Upon  this  ground,  if  no  other,  the  defence  of  Johnson  must  fail. 
A  purchaser,  although  he  may  have  no  notice  at  the  time  of  his 
purchase,  yet  if  he  receives  notice  before  he  makes  a  payment  of 
the  purchase  money,  the  land  in  his  hands  becomes  bound  from 
that  time  by  the  prior  equitable  lien,  to  the  extent  at  least  of  the 
purchase  money  that  then  remained  unpaid.  Hence  he  who 
would  protect  himself,  as  a  purchaser  without  notice,  must  not 
only  deny  that  he  had  notice,  but  it  must  also  appear  that  he  did 
not  receive  notice  before  payment  of  the  piurchase  money.    Wigg 
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V.  Wigg,  1  Atkins  384;  Hardingham  v.  Nicholls,  3  Atkins  304; 
Tourville  v.  Nash,  3  Peere  Wms.  307;  Boswell  v.  Buchanan's  Ex- 
ecutor, 3  Leigh's  Rep.  365. 

From  every  view  I  have  been  able  to  take  of  the  case,  I  think 
the  complainant  is  entitled  to  the  relief  which  he  asks.  I  shall 
accordingly  direct  that  the  deed  of  trust  be  credited  with  the 
amount  paid  by  the  Nobles  under  the  sheriff's  sale,  and  that  a 
new  trustee  be  appointed,  with  power  and  directions  to  sell  the 
lot  in  question  upon  the  terms  pointed  out  in  the  deed.  The  com- 
plainant must  pay  the  costs. 

Vol.  1—29 
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Although  it  is  the  policy  of  a  coait  of  equity  to  distribute  the  assets  of  a  debtor 
equally  among  his  creditors,  yet  if  one  of  them  has  obtained  a  legal  preference,  that 
preference  must  be  preserved. 

Although  a  conveyance  may  be  voidable  for  fraud  as  against  creditors,  yet  if  by  agree- 
ment between  a  creditor  and  the  fraudulent  grantee  a  portion  of  the  property  so  con- 
veyed is  applied  to  pay  the  debt  of  such  creditor,  the  conveyance  will  bo  held  good 
to  that  extent,  because  the  property  would  then  have  received  the  same  direction 
and  application  which  the  law  would  give  to  it  upon  declaring  the  deed  void. 

A  conveyance  which  is  voidable  only,  as  being  contiary  to  the  statute  against  fraudu- 
lent conveyances,  may  be  confirmed  by  matter  ex  post  facto. 
*  A  bona  fide  purchaser  from  a  fraudulent  grantee  for  valuable  condderation,  and  with- 
out notice  of  the  fraud,  is  protected  against  the  general  creditors  of  the  grantor. 

A  purchaser  who  takes  a  conveyance  in  payment  of  a  pre-existing  debt  from  the  gran- 
tee, is  not  entitled  to  protection  against  the  prior  creditors  of  the  grantor,  the  latter 
having  the  stronger  equity. 

This  was  a  motion  by  a  part  of  the  defendants  to  dissolve  the 
injunction  previously  granted,  on  the  bill  answers  and  exhibits 
filed  in  the  case,  all  of  which  are  sufficiently  referred  to  in  the 
opinion  of  the  chancellor. 

H.  P.  Ellett  for  the  motion. 

The  case  is  submitted  on  motion,  by  Wright,  Blakey  &  Co.  and 
Catlett  Rhodes,  to  dissolve  the  injunction  restraining  them  from 
enforcing  decrees  of  foreclosure  obtained  in  Claiborne  circuit 
court. 

The  deed  of  Samuel  Dorsey  to  E.  H.  Dorsey,  anA  the  mortgage 
by  E.  H.  Dorsey  to  Samuel,  dated  November  13,  1839,  are 
charged  by  the  bill  to  be  fraudulent  and  void,  and  are  prayed  to 
be  set  aside.  The  answer  of  the  Dorseys  admits  that  the  deed 
and  mortgage  were  made  for  the  purpose  of  excluding  the  cred- 
itors of  said  Samuel  Dorsey,  and  of  making  a  provision  for  him- 
self and  children.  The  sale,  therefore,  as  against  creditors,  is 
wholly  void,  and  the  mor^^age  cannot  even  be  set  up  in  favor  of 
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the  creditors  attempted  to  be  preferred  by  it.  2  Kent  Com.  632 
to  536,  and  cases  cited,  particularly  Mackee  v.  Cams ;  5  Cowen 
647. 

The  answers  of  Wright,  Blakey  «fc  Co.  and  Rhodes,  deny  all 
knowledge  or  notice  of  any  fraud  in  the  sale  by  S.  Dorsey,  and 
claim  that  by  virtue  of  their  several  mortgages  they  are  bona  fide 
purchasers  for  valuable  consideration.  They  deny  any  know- 
ledge of  the  existence  of  the  mortgage  of  November  1 3,  1839, 
until  long  after  the  execution  of  their  mortgages  of  February  12, 
1840. 

The  record  of  the  deed  and  mortgage  could  give  them  no  notice 
of  any  fraud,  for  these  instruments  are  perfectly  good  on  their 
face,  and  are  only  void  by  reason  of  extrinsic  facts;  and  that,  too, 
only  as  to  creditors  seeking  to  set  them  aside. 

While,  therefore,  the  deed  and  mortgage  of  November  13, 1839, 
are  fraudulent  and  void,  and  cannot  be  enforced  themselves,  still 
the  parties  making  this  motion  are  protected  under  their  subse- 
quent mortgages,  imless  notice  of  the  fraud  is  brought  home  to 
them,  provided  they  are  bona  fide  purchasers  for  valuable  con- 
sideration. 

That  a  mortgagee  is  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  see  4  John.  Ch.  R. 
417,  433;  4  Kent,  168,  note.  A  person  taking  a  conveyance  in 
payment  of  a  pre-existing  debt,  is  not  a  bona  fide  purchaser.  He 
must  have  advanced  a  new  consideration,  or  given  up  some  secu- 
rity. 4  Paige  C.  K  216.  These  defendants  are  precisely  within 
this  case  on  both  alternatives.  They  advanced  a  new  considera- 
tion by  dismissing  their  pending  suits,  and  giving  time,  and  they 
gave  up  some  security  by  releasing  the  indorsers,  W.  C.  Dorsey 
and  George  Read. 

Every  allegation  of  collusion  and  fraud  against  these  defend- 
ants is  most  explicitly  denied,  and  they  stand  in  the  attitude  of 
creditors  exercising  an  unceasing  vigilance  to  secure  their  debts. 
In  regard  to  the  release  or  satisfaction  entered  by  Samuel  Dor- 
sey on  the  record  of  the  mortgage^of  November  13,  1839,  the  an- 
swers are  full.  They  deny  any  knowledge  of  the  matter  what- 
ever, and  then  specifically  deny  that  it  was  done  in  pursuance  of 
any  agreement  with  them.  If  it  was  a  legal  fraud  between  Dor- 
sey and  Baldwin,  which  is  denied,  it  cannot  affect  these  parties. 
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for  they  can  only  be  bound  by  the  legal  acts  of  their  attorneys. 
But  how  can  it  be  fraudulent  for  Dorsey  to  enter  satisfistction  of  a 
mortgage  which  is  allied  by  comidainant  and  fully  proved  to  be 
fraudulent  and  void? 

The  allegations  of  the  answers  in  relation  to  the  consideration 
and  circumstances  upon  which  the  mortgages  of  February  12, 
1840,  were  given,  are  sustained  by  the  affidavit  of  defendants' 
solicitor,  filed  herewith. 

^  R.  M.  Gaines  contra. 

I  refer  the  court  to  the  abstract  of  the  answers  of  the  defend- 
ants' counsel,  which  I  have  examined  and  believe  to  be  correct  in 
substance.  The  answers  of  Sam'l  &,  E.  H.  Dorsey  and  Baldwin 
substantially  admit  all  the  allegations  of  fraud  in  the  bill;  and, 
what  is  especially  pertinent  to  this  motion,  they  admit  that  the 
confessions  of  the  bills  filed  by  Blakey,  Wright  &  Co.  and  the  in- 
dorsement of  satisfaction  by  Samuel  Dorsey  on  the  mortgage  of 
E.  H.  Dorsey  to  him,  were  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement,  the  ob- 
ject of  which  was  to  give  to  them  (Wright,  Blakey  &  Co.)  a  pri- 
ority over  the  bank.  The  answers  of  Wright,  Blakey  &  Co.  and 
Rhodes,  deny  that  they  knew  any  thing  of  this  until  afterwards, 
and  they  deny  any  fraud  in  themselves;  but  they  do  not  deny  that 
their  agent  and  attorney,  who  transacted  the  business,  was  guilty 
in  the  premises — and  they  could  not  deny  it.  These  answers 
would  have  been  excepted  to  as  insufficient  if  I  had  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  examine  them  before  this  motion  was  made,  on  the 
ground  that  they  do  not  answer  the  second  specific  interrogatory 
of  the  bill  in  reference  to  this  matter,  and  the  question  is  evaded  in 
their  general  answer,  in  which  they  only  deny  that  they  themselves 
had  any  such  object  as  that  indicated  in  the  interrogatory.  They 
do  not  deny  that  such  an  agreement  and  understanding  existed, 
which  is  admitted  by  the  real  parties  to  it,  and  by  which  they  are 
bound,  one  of  these  parties  being  their  attorney  with  full  powers. 

That  the  answers  of  Wright  &  Co.  and  Rhodes  are  insufficient 
in  this  particular,  I  refer  the  chancellor  to  the  case  of  Wharton  v. 
Wharton,  1  Sim.  &  Stew.  236.  Other  authorities  might  be  cited, 
but  is  not  deemed  necessary. 

The  deed  from  Samuel  to  E.  H.  Dorsey,  and  mortgage  from  the 
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latter  to  the  fonner,  are  palpably  fraudulent,  both  in  law  and  in 
&ct,  and  so  admitted  to  be.  But  Wright,  Blakey  &  Co.  and 
Rhodes  claim  to  be  purchasers  without  notice.  This  pretension 
cannot  be  sustained.  They  admit  that  they  were  told  by  Samuel 
Dorsey  that  he  had  sold  his  property  to  E.  H.  Dorsey.  This  was 
enough  to  direct  them  to  the  records,  if  they  had  not  been  bound 
to  look  there  before,  and  there  they  would  have  seen  enough  to 
satisfy  reasonable  men  that  they  were  relying  on  a  broken  reed 
when  they  took  a  mortgage  from  E.  H.  Dorsey,  whose  title  being 
admitted  to  be  fraudulent,  any  conveyance  by  him  must  of  course 
fall  with  it. 

'^  In  all  cases  where  a  purchaser  cannot  make  out  a  title  but  by 
a  deed  which  leads  him  to  another  fact,  whether  by  description  of 
parties  or  otherwise,  he  will  be  deemed  cogtnzant  thereof;  for  it 
was  crassa  negligentia  that  he  sought  not  after  it; — and,  for  the 
same  reason,  if  a  purchaser  has  notice  of  a  deed,  he  is  bound  by 
all  its  contents."  See  2  Sugden  on  Vendors,  edition  of  1836,  top 
of  page  340. 

If  the  transaction  between  Samuel  and  E.  H.  Dorsey  was  fraud- 
ulent and  void,  (which  is  admitted,)  what  interest  had  E.  H.  Dor- 
sey to  convey  to  Rhodes  and  Blakey?  It  is  only  by  showing  a 
valid  title  in  E.  H.  Dorsey  that  they  can  sustain  their  position. 
Admitting  that  a  mortgagee  may  be  considered  a  purchaser,  he 
can  certainly  stand  in  no  better  position  than  his  vendor;  and  in 
this  case  Wright,  Blakey  d&  Co.  and  Rhodes  stand  in  the  shoes  of 
E.  H.  Dorsey.  Could  he  say  that  he  was  a  purchaser  without 
notice? 

The  Chancellor, 

The  facts  of  this  case,  so  far  as  they  axe  connected  with  the 
consideration  of  the  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  are  these: 
On  the  13th  of  November,  1839,  Samuel  Dorsey  conveyed  all  his 
estate,  both  real  and  personal,  to  his  son,  Edward  Dorsey,  who,  on 
the  same  day,  reconveyed  the  same  property  to  the  father,  by  way 
of  mortgage,  in  consideration  of  an  alleged  indebtedness  to  him  to 
the  amount  of  forty-six  thousand  dollars,  twenty-six  thousand  of 
which  were  to  be  paid  to  different  creditors  of  the  father,  and  the 
remainder  to  be  paid  to  his  other  different  children.    There  are 
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in  the  mortgage  different  and  various  stipulations  and  reservations 
in  favor  of  the  fether,  as  to  the  property  conveyed.    A  fiiU  satis- 
faction of  this  mortgage  was  afterwards  entered  upon  the  recoid 
by  the  &ther,  Samuel  Dorsey.    On  the  18th  of  February,  1840, 
Samuel  Dorsey,  being  indebted  to  Blakey,  Wright  &  Co.  and  to 
C.  Rhodes,  for  which  debts  E.  Dorsey,  the  son,  was  liable  as  in- 
dorser,  the  said  E.  Dorsey,  to  secure  said  claims,  executed  a  mort- 
gage on  a  part  of  the  property  so  conveyed  to  him  by  his  father; 
upon  which  said  latter  mortgage  the  said  Blakey,  Wright  &  Co. 
and  the  said  C.  Rhodes,  filed  their  bills  and  obtained  a  decree  for 
foreclosure,  by  confession,  at  the  May  term,  1841,  of  the  circuit 
court  for  Claiborne  county.    On  the  26th  of  November,  1840,  the 
complainants  obtained  judgments  against  Samuel  Doisey,  the  fa- 
ther, for  about  ten  thousand  dollars,  upon  which  this  bill  was  filed, 
enjoining  the  enforcement  of  the  decrees  of  foreclosure  in  favor  of 
the  defendants,  Blakey,  Wright  <fc  Co.  and  C.  Rhodes,  and  insist- 
ing that  the  deed  of  S.  Dorsey  to  E.  Dorsey  is  fraudulent  and 
void  as  against  creditors,  and  that  the  property  mortgaged  to  B. 
W.  &  Co.  is  first  liable  to  said  judgments. 

It  is  not  necessary,  in  deciding  the  present  motion,  that  I  should 
a-t  all  anticipate  the  general  merits  of  the  case.  The  simple  ques- 
tion now  is,  whether  the  complainant  shows  any  priority  over  the 
claims  of  Blakey,  Wright  &  Co.  and  C.  Rhodes,  against  the  pro- 
perty mortgaged  to  them,  or  any  equity  in  favor  of  setting  aside 
the  decrees  of  foreclosure  in  their  favor.  The  complainant  and 
these  defendants  are  all  equally  meritorious  creditors  of  Samuel 
Dorsey,  each  seeking  to  enforce  their  claims  against  the  property 
of  a  common  debtor.  The  right,  therefore,  of  either  to  an  exclu- 
sive satisfaction  must  depend  upon  whether  either  one  has  obtain- 
ed a  legal  priority  over  the  other,  giving  him  a  preference  against 
the  property  sought  to  be  subjected;  for,  although  it  is  the  poUcy 
of  a  court  of  equity  to  distribute  the  assets  of  a  debtor  equally 
among  his  creditors,  yet,  if  one  of  them  has  obtained  a  legal  pre- 
ference, that  preference  must  be  preserved.  Taking  the  allega- 
tions of  the  bUl  as  true,  that  the  conveyance  from  Samuel  Dorsey 
to  Edward  Dorsey  was  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  creditors,  I 
am  still  unable  to  perceive  how  that  fact  can  prejudice  the  rights 
of  these  defendants— because  the  deed  must  be  equaUy  void  as  to 
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all  creditors.  It  is  true  that  the  mortgages  were  made  by  Edward 
Dorsey,  who  held  at  least  the  l^;al  title  imder  the  deed  from  the 
&ther,  but  the  mortgages  were  made  to  secure  debts  for  which 
both  the  father  and  son  were  legally  and  equally  liable.  The 
mortgagees  were  therefore  the  creditors  of  both  the  fraudulent 
grantor  and  grantee;  and,  although  they  derive  title  through  the 
grantee,  yet  the  consideration  of  the  conveyance  w^s  a  debt  due 
them  from  the  grantor,  for  which  the  grantee  had  become  liable. 

Although  the  original  conveyance  may  be  voidable  for  fraud, 
as  against  creditors,  yet  if  by  agreement  between  a  creditor  and 
the  fraudulent  grantee,  a  portion  of  the  property  is  applied  to  pay 
the  debt  of  such  creditor ;  it  seems  to  me  that  the  conveyance 
should  be  held  good  to  that  extent,  because  the  property  would 
then  have  received  the  same  direction  and  application  which  the 
law  would  give  to  it  upon  declaring  the  deed  void.  If  the  gran- 
tee does  that  which  the  law  would  compel  him  to  do,  I  can  see  no 
reason  for  disturbing  the  act.  A  conveyance  which  is  voidable 
only,  as  being  contrary  to  the  statute  against  fraudulent  convey-^ 
ances,  may  be  confirmed  by  matter  ex  post  facto.  Murray  v, 
Riggs,  15  John.  Rep.  571.  Verplank  r.  Sterry,  12  idem,  636.  I 
think  that  the  mortgages  by  E.  Dorsey  to  these  defendants,  on 
account  of  the  previous  debts  of  the  grantor,  were  such  confirma- 
tion, and  that  the  conveyance  was  thus,  to  the  extent  of  the  prop- 
erty mortgaged,  render^  valid  ande  fiectual.  But  if  the  mort- 
gagees are  to  be  considered  as  deriving  title  exclusively  under  E. 
Dorsey,  it  is  by  no  means  clear  that  the  general  creditors  of  the 
grantor  could  disturb  it. 

It  is  now  well  settled  that  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  from  a  fraudu- 
lent grantee,  for  valuable  consideration  and  without  notice  of  the 
fraud,  is  protected  against  the  general  creditors  of  the  grantor. 
Ck>leman  v,  Cocke,  6  Rand.  618;  Bean  v.  Smith,  2  Mason  Rep. 
262;  Anderson  v.  Roberts,  18  John.  Rep.  616 ;  6  Cranch,  133. 
Whether  a  mortgagee  from  the  fraudulent  grantee  would  receive 
the  same  protection,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  decided  by  any 
case  to  which  I  have  referred.  It  has  been  decided  in  England 
that  a  mortgagee  is  a  purchaser  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute 
of  the  27  Elizabeth,  ch.  4.  See  1  Powell  on  Mortgages,  210,  211, 
and  authorities  there  cited.    But  a  purchaser  who  takes  a  convey- 
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ance  in  payment  of  a  pre-existing  debt  from  the  grantee,  is  not 
entitled  to  protection  against  the  prior  creditors  of  the  grantor;  for 
there  the  conveyance  places  him  in  no  worse  situation  than  he 
was  before,  and  the  creditors  would  have  the  stronger  equity. 
The  purchaser  must  have  advanced  a  new  consideration  upon  the 
fidth  of  the  estate  conveyed,  or  have  relinquished  some  security, 
for  a  debt  previously  due  him.  Dickerson  v.  Tillinghast,  4  Paige 
Ch.  Rep.  215;  Coddington  v.  Bay,  20  John.  Rep.  637. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  same  doctrine,  under  the  same  qualifi- 
cations, should  by  analogy  be  extended  to  a  mortgagee.  Here, 
although  the  mortgage  was  made  to  secure  a  pre-existing  debt, 
the  mortgagee,  in  consideration  of  getting  the  mortgage,  relin- 
quished the  security  which  he  had,  by  giving  up  the  old  note, 
which  was  indorsed  by  third  persons,  and  taking  a  new  note  from 
the  mortgagor.  I  do  not  wish,  however,  to  be  imderstood  as 
pronouncing  any  definite  opinion  upon  this  point  I  place  my 
decision  upon  the  ground  that  the  complainant  and  these  defend- 
ants are  all  creditors  of  Samuel  Dorsey,  equally  meritorious  in  their 
claims,  and  that  the  mortgage  to  the  defendants  must,  under  the 
circumstances,  be  r^arded  virtually  as  a  mortgage  from  Samuel 
Dorsey  himself,  and  as  that  mortgage  is  older  in  date  than  the 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  complainant,  it  must  be  first  satisfied, 
according  to  the  maxim  that  between  equal  equities,  qui  prior  est 
in  tempore  potior  est  injure. 

Let  the  motion  to  dissolve  be  sustained. 
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If  •  eomplainaat  soffen  two  entire  terms  to  ela^  after  filing  hu  bill,  without  taking 
any  farther  atep  to  proeeente  his  snit,  the  same  will  be  dismissed  for  want  of  prose- 
ention. 

The  history  of  this  case  is  sufficiently  set  forth  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court 

Marsh  and  Ayres  for  complainant 

Topp  and  Thompson  for  defendant 

The  Chancellor. 

This  case  was  submitted  upon  motion  to  dismiss  the  bill  for 
want  of  prosecution;  as  also  upon  motion  to  take  the  amended  bill 
for  confessed.  It  appears  from  the  files  that  the  injunction  in  the 
case  was  dissolved  in  January,  1839.  At  the  June  term  of  the 
same  year,  an  amended  bill  was  filed.  No  further  step  appears  to 
have  been  taken  in  the  case  until  the  December  term,  1840 — a 
period  of  eighteen  months  from  the  time  of  filing  the  amended 
bill.  The  complainant  then  ordered  alias  subpoenas,  and  moved 
for  a  pro  coT\fes8o  of  his  amended  bill,  and  the  defendants  moved 
a  disnciissal  of  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution.  The  question  is, 
which  of  these  motions  shall  prevail.  The  sustaining  of  one  neces- 
sarily overrules  the  other.  The  complainant's  counsel  insist  that 
the  motion  to  dismiss  ought  not  to  prevail,  because  the  defendants 
omitted  to  make  their  motion  at  a  time  when  it  could  have  been 
done,  and  that  they  are  now  precluded  firom  doing  so,  by  reason 
of  the  motion  of  the  complainant  It  is  no  doubt  a  sound  rule  of 
practice,  where  a  defendant  is  in  a  situation  to  dismiss  a  bill  for 
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want  of  prosecution,  and  n^Iects  to  avail  himself  of  that  right, 
and  permits  the  complainant  to  go  on,  taking  steps  preparatory  to 
final  hearing,  he  cannot  afterwards  dismiss  the  bill  for  delay. 
Fearnes  v.  Hutchinson,  1  Russ.  and  Mylne  22.  But  are  the  de- 
fendants here  in  that  situation?  I  think  not.  According  to  the 
practice  upon  this  subject,  two  entire  terms  must  have  elapsed 
without  any  step  having  been  taken  by  the  complainant  to  hasten 
his  case,  before  the  defendant  can  be  heard  on  a  motion  to  dismiss 
for  want  of  prosecution.  The  last  step  taken  in  the  case  was  at 
the  June  term,  1839;  and  two  terms  elapsed  between  that  and  the 
December  term,  1840,  which  was  therefore  the  earliest  period  at 
which  the  motion  to  dismiss  could  have  been  made.  There  is  no 
foundation  whatever  for  the  motion  to  take  the  amended  bill  for 
confessed.  Only  one  or  two  of  the  defendants  appear  to  have  been 
served  with  process:  the  others  were  returned  not  found  in  De- 
cember, 1838.  No  appearance  seems  to  have  been  entered,  and 
no  order  of  publication  made,  although  most  of  the  defendants  are 
said  to  be  non-residents,  and  two  years  have  elapsed  from  the  re- 
turn of  the  subpcBua,  nor  is  this  delay  attempted  to  be  accounted 
for.  The  order  for  alias  subpoena,  and  the  motion  for  a  pro  con- 
ftsso^  would  seem  to  have  been  intended  merely  to  forestall  the 
defendants'  motion;  as  from  the  facts  in  the  case,  neither  of  those 
steps  could  be  made  available. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution  must  be 
sustained. 
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When  a  defendant  at  law  transfen  his  caae  to  a  court  of  equity,  upon  an  allegation 
that  hiB  defence  is  equitable,  the  plaintiff  at  law  should  always  be  allowed  to  pro- 
ceed to  judgment,  in  order  that  he  may  have  execution  thereof  without  delay,  if  the 
defence  to  his  action  is  not  sustained  in  equity. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  is  a  motion  for  leave  to  proceed  to  trial  in  an  action  of 
ejectment,  which  the  complainants  have  enjoined  upon  the  allega- 
tion, that  their  title  is  purely  equitable,  which  they  ask  may  be 
enforced  against  the  defendants  in  this  court.  The  complainants 
do  not  pretend  that  they  have  any  defence  at  law,  and  no  discovery 
is  sought  to  aid  any  such  defence.  There  is  no  reason  suggested 
by  the  bill  why  the  defendants  should  not  be  permitted  to  proceed 
to  trial  and  judgment  at  law.  They  should  not  be  delayed  farther 
than  may  be  necessary  to  a  due  assertion  of  the  complainants' 
rights.  Where  a  defendant  at  law  transfers  the  case  to  this  court 
up>on  an  all^tion  that  his  defence  is  equitable,  the  plaitiff  at  law 
should  always  be  allowed  to  proceed  to  judgment,  in  order  that  he 
may  have  execution  thereof  without  delay,  if  the  defence  to  his 
action  is  not  sustained  in  this  court.  Eden  on  Injunctions,  58; 
Hain  v.  Schuyler  et  al.  2  John.  Ch.  Rep.  140. 

Liet  the  injunction  be  so  modified  as  to  allow  the  plaintiff  at 
law  to  proceed  to  trial,  with  a  stay  of  execution  until  further 
order  herein. 


\ 
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Elizabeth  FuUiam,  ^er|)ro  ami^  v.  A.  B.  PuUiam  et  al. 

Where  the  husband  fraudulently  poaseesed  himself  of  two  promissory  notes  belonging 
to  the  separate  estate  of  his  wife,  and,  with  the  proceeds  thereof  purchased  a  tract 
of  land,  and  took  title  to  himself  alone— held  by  the  court,  that  such  purchase  crea- 
ted a  resulting  trust  in  fiivor  of  the  wifs,  and  the  husband  was  decreed  to  convey  said 
tract  of  land,  by  special  warranty,  to  his  wife,  within  thirty  days,  and  a  commissiQaer 
was  appointed  to  execute  such  conveyance  on  de&ult  of  the  husband  to  do  so. 

Where  the  husband,  by  over-persnasion,  threats  and  false  pretences,  induced  his  wife 
to  convey,  by  deed  duly  executed,  her  separate  estate,  (being  a  house  and  lot,)  to 
a  third  party,  without  consideration,  who  received  the  rents  and  profits  thereof—held, 
that  the  deed  was  fraudulent  and  void,  and  that  the  wife  was  entitled  to  receive  the 
previous  and  accruing  rents  and  profits. 

Where  the  husband  married  his  wife  for  her  property,  and  by  felse  and  fraudulent 
means  defrauded  her  of  her  separate  estate;  reduced  her  from  affluence  to  want; 
treated  her  with  neglect  and  cruelty  for  a  time,  and  then  abandoned  her  and  lived 
in  open  adultery  with  another  woman,  and  also  associated  himself  with  a  band  of 
thieves— ordered  by  the  chancellor,  that  the  wife  be  divorced  from  the  bed  and  boaid 
of  the  husband. 

Elizabeth  PuUiam,  by  her  next  friend,  Joseph  Leroy,  complains 
that,  on  the  6th  day  of  March,  1836,  she  was  married  to  one  Al- 
bert B.  Pulliam,  who  was  wholly  destitute  of  property,  but  who 
had  falsely  represented  to  her  that  he  owned  a  plantation  and  ne- 
groes; that,  at  the  time  of  said  marriage,  said  Elizabeth  was  enti- 
tled, as  one  of  the  heirs  at  law  of  her  father,  John  Robb,  late  of 
the  state  of  Louisiana,  to  the  one  undivided  sixth  part  of  the  estate 
of  said  Robb,  appraised  at  sixty  thousand  dollars;  that  she  was 
also  one  of  the  heirs  apparent  of  the  estate  of  her  mother,  Hannah 
Robb;  that  said  Hannah  died  on  the  12th  of  December,  1836, 
leaving  said  Elizabeth  her  heir  at  law  to  one  third  of  her  estate; 
that  in  December,  1836,  the  estates  of  said  Hannah  and  John  Robb 
were  sold  under  the  laws  of  Louisiana  for  forty-eight  thousand 
seven  hundred  dollars,  exclusive  of  the  crop  of  cotton  then  on  the 
plantation — one  third  of  the  money  was  paid  cash  in  hand,  one 
third  to  be  paid  in  twelve  months,  and  the  balance  in  twenty-four 
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months.  A.  B.  Pulliam,  as  the  husbaud  of  said  Elizabeth,  received 
the  amount  of  her  portion  of  the  cash  payments,  to  wit:  the  sum 
of  five  thousand  four  hundred  eleven  dollars  and  eleven  cents; 
and  also  received,  from  the  purchaser  of  said  property,  two  pro- 
missory notes,  well  indorsed,  with  statutory  mortgage  on  the  pro- 
perty sold,  as  security,  for  the  sum  of  five  thousand  four  hundred 
eleven  dollars  and  eleven  cents  each,  payable  in  twelve  and  twen- 
ty-four months.  At  the  time  of  said  marriage  said  Elizabeth  was 
also  seized  in  fee  simple  of  a  house  and  lot  in  the  city  of  Natchez, 
valued  at  ten  thousand  dollars;  that  said  Pulliam  rented  said  house 
and  lot  for  seventy-five  dollars  per  month,  for  the  term  of  two 
years,  and  received  the  rents,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  eighteen 
hundred  dollars;  that  said  Elizabeth  also  owned  other  property  to 
the  amount  of  one  thousand  dollars,  all  of  which  said  Pulliam  has 
gotten  into  his  possession,  and  disposed  of  some  part  thereof  to  his 
brother,  Peter  E.  Pulliam,  and  others;  that  in  December,  1838,  A. 
B.  Pulliam  received  four  thousand  dollars  on  one  of  said  notes, 
and  took  a  new  note  for  the  balance,  payable  in  Louisiana  in  six 
months;  that  said  Elizabeth  and  her  husband,  firom  their  marriage 
until  January,  1837,  lived  at  the  residence  of  her  mother,  in  Lou- 
isiana, where  she  enjoyed  all  the  conveniences  and  comforts,  at- 
tendance and  assistance  of  servants,  as  Bhe  had  been  accustomed 
to  have  and  receive  from  her  infancy,  and  as  the  delicate  state  of 
her  health  required,  and  at  the  same  time  enjoying  the  society  of 
her  sister,  brother-in-law  and  friends  and  acquaintances  generally; 
that,  during  their  residence  in  Louisiana,  her  husband  was  contin- 
ually importuning  her  to  sell  her  house  and  lot  in  Natchez,  and 
the  notes  above  described,  alleging,  as  a  reason  therefor,  that  he 
was  largely  in  debt,  and  that  the  same  would  be  seized  upon  by 
his  creditors — ^but  complainant  refused  to  sell  said  property,  be- 
lieving that  Pulliam  wished  to  convert  it  into  ready  money  for  his 
own  use,  and  then  abandon  her.  About  the  13th  of  January,  1837, 
Pulliam  went  to  the  state  of  Mississippi  and  purchased  a  real  or 
pretended  pre-emption  claim  on  a  low  point  of  land  on  the  Missis- 
sippi river,  with  a  log  cabin  thereon,  and  required  said  Elizabeth 
to  remove  with  him  thereto,  which  she  did;  that  she  found  the 
place  of  her  residence  a  low,  swampy  wilderness,  where  she  was 
cut  off  from  the  society  of  her  relatives  and  former  friends,  de- 
VoL.  L— 30 
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prived  of  all  society,  with  a  miserable  log  shanty,  far  less  com- 
ibrtable  than  the  Ic^  cabins  of  her  Other's  slaves;  that  soon  after 
her  removal,  owing  to  the  unhealthy  location  and  the  afflicted 
state  of  her  mind,  her  health  rapidly  declined;  she  was  treated 
with  neglect,  indifference,  personal  rudeness  and  bodily  harm  by 
said  PuUiam,  who  also  failed  and  refused  to  supply  her  with  the 
comforts,  assistance  and  medical  attendance  which  her  condition 
required;  that  PuUiam  renewed  his  solicitations  to  sell  said  house 
and  lot  in  Natchez,  and  said  notes,  but,  having  heard  that  said 
PuUiam  had  declared  that  he  married  complainant  for  her  proper- 
ty, and  now  believing,  from  his  conduct,  that  such  was  his  real 
object,  she  refused  for  a  long  time  to  seU  said  property,  but  finally, 
through  fear  of  bodily  harm  from  her  said  husband,  complied 
with  his  wishes;  that  in  May,  1838,  said  A.  B.  PuUiam,  combin- 
ing with  his  brother,  Peter  E.  PuUiam,  conveyed  said  Elizabeth 
to  the  town  of  Grand  Gulf,  where  they  had  a  deed  prepared  for 
her  signature,  whereby  it  was  declared  that,  for  the  consideration 
of  one  dollar,  the  said  Albert  and  Elizabeth  PuUiam  conveyed  to 
said  P.  E.  PuUiam  the  said  house  and  lot  in  Natchez,  which  deed 
was  acknowledged  in  the  usual  form  and  delivered  to  said  P.  E. 
PuUiam;  that,  at  the  same  time,  herself  and  husband  executed  an 
assignment  of  said  notes  to  P.  E.  PuUiam,  without  any  considera- 
tion therefor;  all  of  which  she  charges  was  done  to  defraud  her 
out  of  her  property,  and  that,  had  she  not  been  removed  from  her 
friends  in  Louisiana,  and  had  she  not  been  forced  by  personal  vio- 
lence and  the  promise  of  better  treatment  thereafter,  she  would 
never  have  signed  said  instruments  of  conveyance.  PuUiam  took 
his  wife  back  to  the  log  shanty,  where  she  remained  in  a  suffering 
condition  until  December,  1838,  when  he  put  her  on  a  steamboat, 
without  money  and  without  protection,  to  go  to  see  an  uncle  near 
Natchez;  that  she  was  landed  at  Natchez,  and  had  to  seek  her 
imcle's  residence  alone;  that  PuUiam  had  promised  to  call  for  her 
in  two  weeks,  but,  not  doing  so,  she  returned  to  the  log  shanty, 
found  it  deserted,  and  all  her  furniture  removed.  Finding  herself 
totall^rabandcped,' she  returned  to  her  friends  in  Louisiana,  on 
wfaxim  sdie  hais  1JB«9i,2^h4  is  now,  solely  dependant  for  clothing  and 
the  necessaries  to  suppcfrt  a  miserable  existence;  that  said  PulUam, 
since  he  abandoneiibis  wife,  has  remained  on  Big  Black  island,  in 
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the  Mississippi  river,  consorting  with  a  set  of  lawless  men,  who 
are  universally  regarded,  by  all  persons  in  the  neighborhood,  as  a 
gang  of  banditti;  that,  during  the  whole  time  complainant  lived 
with  Pulliam,  "he  never  allowed  her  one  cent  of  money  to  pur- 
chase any  articles  which  she  might  require,  and  that,  so  complete 
has  been  the  system  of  robbery  and  wrong  practiced  on  complain- 
ant, said  Pulliam  has  disposed  of  all,  or  a  large  portion,  of  her 
household  furniture,  clothing,  and  even  a  fine  gold  watch  and 
chain  for  which  she  paid  two  hundred  dollars  before  her  marriage, 
has  been  seized  upon  by  said  Pulliam." 

The  bill  charges  that  P.  E.  Pulliam  has  re-conveyed  said  house 
and  lot  in  Natchez,  to  A.  B.  Pulliam,  and  that  said  Peter  has  fraud- 
ulently received,  without  consideration,  a  conveyance  from  A.  B. 
Pulliam  to  a  tract  of  land  in  Claiborne  county. 

Complainant  prays  for  an  injunction  restraining  said  Pulliams 
from  disposing  of  or  intermeddling  with  any  of  said  property,  or 
the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  and  from  collecting  said  notes ;  that 
an  account  be  taken  and  a  receiver  appointed ;  that  said  deeds  of 
conveyance  be  declared  void  and  cancelled,  and  that  a  divorce  a 
tnensa  ei  tharohe  granted.  A  pro  con/esso  was  entered  against 
P.  E.  Pulliam. 

The  answer  of  A.  B.  Pulliam  admits  the  marriage  and  receipt 
of  the  property,  and  the  transfer  of  the  same,  and  that  with  the 
money  received  on  the  notes  he  purchased  a  tract  of  land  in  Clai- 
borne county,  as  stated  in  the  bill ;  but  denies  all  fraud  and  ill- 
treatment  of  complainant;  denies  that  he  abandoned  her,  but 
charges  that  she  abandoned  him ;  says  he  always  treated  her  with 
kindness,  and  furnished  her  all  the  comforts  of  life ;  says  he  did 
not  marry  her  for  her  property,  but  for  love ;  that  since  she  left 
him  he  has  urged  her  to  return  to  him,  and  offered  her  money,  but 
she  refused  both,  and  that  he  is  now  willing  to  receive  her  and 
perform  his  marriage  vows ;  denies  all  the  material  allegations  on 
which  the  equity  of  the  bill  rests. 

After  this  answer  two  supplemental  bills  were^^^jj^ging 
that  Pulliam  had  received  the  money  on 
$5411   11  cents  each,  and  also  that  he 
with  a  woman  by  the  name  of  Cissna;  these  ( 
The  deposition  of  Daniel  Green  states,  th  J 
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removed  from  the  place  he  -was  hying  at  about  four  miles  above 
Grand  Gulf  to  Big  Black  Island,  in  the  fall  of  1838.  He  took  a 
portion  of  his  furniture  and  household  stuff  with  him;  he  continu- 
ed to  live  alternately  at  both  places,  until  the  fall  of  the  year  1841; 
during  all  that  time  he  appeared  to  be  travelling  about,  and  when- 
ever he  got  home  he  had  a  large  gang  of  persons  with  him ;  the 
general  character  of  these  persons  with  whom  he  associated  during 
that  period  were  reputed  to  be  thieves  and  robbers.  There  were 
a  great  many  depredations  committed  in  the  neighborhood  of  Big 
Black  Island  during  that  period,  and  it  was  reported  they  had  a 
considerable  quantity  of  counterfeit  money  in  their  possession.  In 
the  fall  of  the  year  1841,  a  company  of  the  citizens  of  Claiborne 
county  proceeded  to  Big  Black  Island,  in  consequence  of  the  gen- 
eral bad  character  of  those  living  there,  drove  them  ofl^  and  burn- 
ed their  wood  and  their  shanties;  since  which  no  depredations 
have  been  committed  there,  or  in  that  neighborhood.  Since  the 
fall  of  1841  A.  B.  Pulliam  has  not  returned  to  this  part  of  the 
country.  He  always  went  armed.  Some  time  in  June  1840  he 
took  up  with  a  woman  of  the  nam9  of  Cissna,  a  daughter  of  Wil- 
liam Cissna,  and  lived  with  her  at  the  same  place  where  he  used 
to  live  with  his  wife ;  be  lived  with  her,  and  Pulliam  told  witness 
he  kept  her  as  a  wife,  and  slept  with  her ;  he  continued  to  live 
with  her  until  he  was  run  off  from  Big  Black  Island.  In  1839  he 
kept  a  yellow  girl  at  the  same  place.  I  do  not  think  from  my 
knowledge  of  the  character  of  said  Pulliam,  that  any  decent  wo- 
man or  one  having  a  regard  for  the  moral  proprieties  of  life,  would 
live  with  him  or  could  live  with  him  in  credit  or  in  safety.  Some 
time  in  the  year  1841 1  heard  Pulliam  say  he  owned  a  house  and 
lot  in  Natchez,  and  he  had  it  fixed  so  that  nobody  could  get  it. 
I  heard  him  say  it  was  worth  ten  thousand  dollars — ^I  heard  him 
say  he  rented  it  at  one  hundred  dollars  per  month,  and  subsequent- 
ly at  seventy-five  dollars.  The  woman  Cissna  left  the  place  where 
they  had  been  living,  at  the  same  time  he,  Pulliam  did,  and  by  his 
orders  and  directions,  and  aided  in  packing  up  the  furniture  and 
stuff  to  go  off  with.  During  the  period  of  the  above  transactions 
I  lived  within  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile  of  said  Pulliam.  During 
the  time  Mrs.  Pulliam  lived  with  him  at  this  place  his  course  of 
conduct  was  about  the  same,  having  always  had  a  gang  about  him. 
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B.  W.  Parr  says  the  same  as  Green,  and  further  "  was  present 
when  Pulliam  took  the  woman  Cissna  in  a  skiff  on  board  the  Em- 
press ;  be  said  he  was  going  to  take  her  to  Princeton  to  marry  her, 
for  if  he  married  her  down  here  his  wife  would  make  a  fuss  about 
it."  William  Gyles  states  that  he  is  acquainted  with  the  parties  to 
this  suit,  "  that  both  before  and  after  the  separation  of  A.  B.  Pulliam 
and  his  wife,  he  heard  Pulliam  say  that  he  married  his  wife  for 
her  property,  he  also  stated  repeatedly  to  witness  that  as  soon  as 
he  could  get  his  wife's  property  into  his  own  hands,  damn  her,  he 
intended  to  quit  her,  and  he  would  not  live  with  her  any  longer; 
after  th^y  separated,  Pulliam  told  witness  that  he  would  not  live 
with  her  any  longer ;  that  he  had  got  all  of  her  property  fixed  so 
that  she  nor  any  of  her  relations  could  get  any  of  it ;  that  he  did 
not  intend  she  should  have  any  of  it."  These  declarations  were 
made  to  wimess  some  twenty  times,  and  Pulliam  generally  con- 
cluded his  remarks  by  saying  ^^  By  God  he  married  her  for  her 
property,"  he  also  said  he  was  glad  her  brothers  and  sisters  would 
support  her,  that  he  was  tired  of  her ;  Pulliam  has  never  allowed 
her  any  thing  for  her  support  since  their  separation;  witness  and 
his  brother  has  supported  her  all  the  time ;  she  has  been  in  deli- 
cate health,  and  has  needed  the  assistance  of  servants  and  medical 
attendance ;  thinks  one  thousand  dollars  would  be  a  reasonable 
allowance  for  her  support  one  year;  Pulliam  received  the  money 
on  two  notes  for  $5,411  11  each,  and  gave  none  to  his  wife. 
Inunediately  after  the  separation  Mrs.  Pulliam  came  to  witness' 
house  in  a  destitute  condition ;  had  on  an  old  calico  dress  and  one 
thin  under  dress,  one  old  pair  of  stockings  full  of  holes,  and  one 
pair  of  coarse  pegged  [shoes  with  holes  in  them;  this  was  all  the 
clothing  Mrs.  Pulliam  had.  In  December,  1839,  Pulliam  told  wi^ 
ness  that  he  was  one  of  the  Murrell  gang,  and  he  did  not  care  who 
knew  it.  In  December,  1838,  witness  had  a  conversation  with  de- 
fendants both  together,  in  which  P.  E.  Pulliam  said  that  Albert  and 
his  wife  had  made  a  deed  to  him  for  the  house  and  lot  in  Natchez. 
Albert  replied  he  had  it  fixed  so  that  his  wife  nor  none  of  her  re- 
lations could  ever  get  any  of  it ;  Peter  made  no  reply  to  the  con- 
trary, and  Albert  at  the  same  time  observed  that  he  got  the  rent  of 
the  house  and  lot,  and  he  could  make  Peter  do  just  as  he  pleased, 
and  Peter  made  no  reply  to  the  contrary. 
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James  A.  Maxwell  states,  that  in  May,  1838,  A.  B.  Pulliam 
wrote  him  a  letter  which  is  made  an  exhibit  to  his  deposition,  in 
which  he  says  "there  is  a  house  and  lot  come  by  my  wife,  it  being 
real  estate,  I  cannot  hold  it  I  believe  if  she  decease  first.  I 
wish  to  make  a  conveyance  to  my  brother,  and  then  from  him  to 
me,  so  as  the  title  may  lay  in  me ;  for  instance,  sell  to  him  and 
him  to  me.  I  have  a  copy  of  the  deed  which  I  will  bring 
with  me.  Likewise  I  wish  to  sell  to  him  two  notes  of  hand  which 
I  showed  to  you  last  winter,  for  ready  money."  This  letter  was 
delivered  by  P.  E.  Pulliam,  who  was  familiar  with  the  subject  mat- 
ter of  the  same  and  a  party  to  the  fraud.  A  few  days  after  this  A. 
B.  Pulliam  and  his  wife  and  P.  E.  Pulliam  called  on  witness  and 
he  drew  the  deed  for  the  house  and  lot  in  Natchez,  and  the  assign- 
ment of  the  two  notes  as  set  forth  in  complainant^  bill ;  says  no 
consideration  money  was  paid,  and  from  the  conversation  of  the 
parties,  none  was  to  be  paid. 

James  A.  Maxwell  for  complainant. 

Rucks  &  Yergers  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor. 

It  has  not  been  my  lot  to  examine  a  case  in  which  there  is  so 
much  wickedness  and  depravity  displayed  as  in  the  one  before  me. 
It  appears  that  the  complainant,  on  her  marriage  with  the  defend- 
ant, A.  B.  Pulliam,  was  the  owner  of  a  house  and  lot  in  the  city 
of  Natchez,  estimated  to  be  worth  ten  thousand  dollars,  and  was 
also  entitled  to  an  undivided  sixth  part  of  the  estate  of  her  father, 
in  Louisiana,  estimated  at  sixty  thousand  dollars.  That  she  had 
been  raised  in  ease  and  affluence.  That  immediately  after  the 
marriage  the  parties  went  to  Louisiana,  where  they  continued  to 
reside  with  her  friends,  until  January,  1837,  when  they  removedi 
against  the  wishes  of  the  wife,  to  this  state.  In  the  mean  while, 
the  husband  had  procured  the  possession  of  two  promissory  notes 
for  five  thousand  four  hundred  and  eleven  dollars  each,  as  a  part 
of  the  distributive  share  of  his  wife  in  the  estate  of  herfiither.  It 
appears  that  after  their  removal  to  this  state,  the  husband,  by  re- 
peated importunities,  made  under  various  pretexts,  procured  his 
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vhfe  to  unite  with  him  in  a  conve3rance  of  her  house  and  lot  in 
Natchez,  and  in  an  assignment  of  the  notes  to  his  brother,  P.  E. 
Polliam,  who  is  made  a  defendant  to  the  bill.  That  after  he  ac- 
complished this  purpose,  he  abandoned  his  wife,  leaving  her  in  a 
delicate  state  of  health,  and  wholly  without  the  means  of  subsis- 
tence. The  proof  shows  that  no  consideration  was  paid,  or  se- 
cured to  be  paid,  by  the  brother,  who  thus  became  ostensibly  the 
purchaser  of  the  property. 

It  is  also  in  evidence,  that  the  husband,  undei"  pretext  of  being 
the  agent  of  his  brother,  has  since  continued  to  exercise  control 
over  the  house  and  lot,  and  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits;  and 
he  admits  in  his  answer,  that  he  received  the  proceeds  of  the 
notes  and  invested  them,  in  part,  in  a  tract  of  land  in  Claiborne 
coimty.  It  is  obvious  from  these  facts,  that  the  sale  to  the  brother 
was  merely  colourable,  and  was  a  fraudulent  contrivance,  intend- 
ed to  wrest  from  the  hands  of  the  wife  any  control  over  her  prop- 
erty during  her  life,  and  to  secure  to  himself  the  reversion,  if  she 
should  die  without  issue.  It  is  moreover  in  evidence,  that  the  de- 
fendant, A.  B.  PuUiam,  who  was  very  poor,  has  repeatedly  been 
heard  to  say  that  he  married  the  complainant  for  her  property,  and 
that  he  had  then  got  it  fixed  so  that  neither  she  nor  her  relations 
should  have  any  of  it. 

It  is  impossible,  after  a  recital  of  these  facts,  to  resist  the  conclu- 
sion, that  A.  B.  Pulliam  was  influenced  in  his  marriage  with  the 
complainant  by  the  most  unworthy  and  treacherous  purposes,  and 
that  all  his  subsequent  conduct,  with  reference  to  her  property, 
was  governed  by  the  most  corrupt  design,  which  design  he  accom- 
plished only  by  making  his  brother,  who  is  his  co-defendant,  also 
his  co-worker  in  iniquity.  The  result  of  these  machinations  has 
been  to  divest  the  complainant  of  an  estate  which  gave  her  a 
handsome  independence,  to  which  she  was  separately  entitled,  both 
by  the  laws  of  this  state  and  of  Louisiana,  and  to  ^ow  her  upon 
the  charity  of  her  friends  for  a  precarious  subsistence. 

It  only  remains  to  declare  the  mode  of  restoring  to  the  complain- 
ant the  rights  of  which  she  has  been  thus  wrongfully  deprived. 
The  admission  in  the  answer,  that  the  tract  of  land  in  Claiborne 
county  was  purchased  with  the  money  of  the  complainant,  creates 
a  resulting  trust  in  her  favor,  which  will  be  declared;  and  the  de- 
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fendant,  A.  B.  Pulliam,  will  be  directed  to  convey  said  tract  of 
land,  by  special  warranty,  to  the  complainant,  within  thirty  days 
from  the  date  of  the  decree.  A  commissioner  will  be  appointed 
to  execute  such  conveyance  on  default  of  said  Pulliam.  The 
deed  to  P.  E.  Pulliam  for  the  house  and  lot  in  Natchez,  is  declared 
fraudulent  and  void,  and  the  complainant  held  to  be  entitled  to 
receive  the  previous  and  accruing  rents  and  profits  thereof,  as  also 
the  subsequent  rents  and  profits  of  the  tract  of  land  in  Claiborne 
county.  The  defendants  will  be  perpetually  enjoined  from  receiv- 
ing or  asserting  any  right  to  such  rents  and  profits.  And  I  think 
that  the  defendant's  conduct  in  having  adopted  another  woman  as 
his  wife,  as  is  fully  proven,  connected  with  his  heartless  abandon- 
ment of  his  lawful  wife,  and  his  fraudulent  attempt  to  cheat  her 
out  of  her  property,  are  considerations  sufficiently  strong  in  law 
and  in  fact  to  at  least  warrant  me  in  granting  the  prayer  of  the 
bill  for  a  divorce  from  bed  and  board.  The  defendants  must  pay 
the  costs  of  the  suit. 
Let  a  decree  be  prepared  accordingly. 
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To  ooDfltitttte  a  pvtnership  as  between  the  parties  tfaaretcs  there  moat  be  a  Joint 
ownenhip  of  the  partnership  property,  and  an  agreemenl»  either  express  or  implied, 
to  participate  in  the  profits  and  share  the  loss  of  the  business. 

Polling  agreed  to  give  his  notes  for  $6,000  to  McGraw  fat  a  half  interest  in  his  dmg 
store;  the  two  to  be  partners  in  that  bnsinesSi  McGraw,  belieiring  that  Palling 
could  execute  the  notes  at  any  time,  suflered  him  to  act  as  a  partner;  to  buy  end 
sell  goods  in  the  partneishlp  name,  and  hold  himself  out  to  the  world  as  a  partner; 
but  Pulling  ftiled  to  execute  his  notfs  for  his  share  of  the  partnership  stock,  and 
advanced  no  money  to  the  concern ;  held  by  the  court,  that  the  deliTory  of  the  notes 
was  a  condition  precedent,  and  that  no  right  of  partnership  Tested  in  Polling  until 
he  complied  with  it. 

In  aales  of  goods  to  be  paid  for  in  cash,  or  secured  by  notes,  the  payment  of  the 
one  or  the  deUrery  of  the  other  is  a  condition  precedent  imf^ied  in  the  contract 
of  sale;  and  in  such  case  if  the  goods  are  even  delivered,  yet  if  the  deliveiy  is 
made  subject  to  the  delivery  of  the  note  to  be  given,  the  right  of  property  in  the 
goods  is  not  changed. 

The  original  terms  of  a  partnership  may  be  waived  or  tacitly  changed  by  (he  conduct 
of  the  •partners,  so  as  to  substitute  new  terms  and  conditions ;  but  before  the  terms 
of  the  original  agreement  can  be  oonsiderad  as  waived,  superceded  or  dispensed 
with,  it  must  appear  that  some  new  terms  have  been  agreed  upon  as  a  substitute. 

Where  by  the  terms  of  a  contract  the  acts  to  be  performed  are  mutual  and  dependent, 
either  party  may  abandon  the  contract  upon  the  failure  of  the  other  to  comply  with 
hie  part  of  it 

Where  goods  aie  to  be  paid  Cor  on  delivery,  if,  on  the  delivery,  the  vendee  refuses  to 
pay  for  them,  the  vendor  has  a  lien  for  the  price,  and  may  resume  the  possession 
of  the  goods,  upon  the  ground  that  the  delivery  was  conditional 

The  first  canon  of  the  law  of  partnership  is,  that  each  party  must  bring  something 
either  in  money,  property  or  labor,  into  the  common  stock  or  fund.  A  partnership 
formed  upon  any  other  basis  would  be  a  mere  nullity. 

The  complainant  in  this  case  states,  that  for  some  time  previous 
to  January,  1836,  George  Pulling,  the  defendant,  had  been  his 
clerk  in  his  apothecary  store;  that  being  well  pleased  with  him  as 
a  clerk,  he  proposed  to  take  him  in  as  a  partner  in  his  business, 
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provided  Pulling  would  execute  to  complainant  his  note  with  a 
satisfactory  indorser  for  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars,  that 
teing  one  half  of  the  estimated  value  of  complainant's  stock  of 
drugs  and  medicines  then  on  hand;  said  note  to  be  dated  on  the 
first  day  of  January,  1837,  and  payable  on  the  first  of  January, 
1838,  with  interest ;  that  thereupon  complainant  would  enter  into 
a  written  agreement  of  partnership  with  said  Pulling,  and  make 
over  one  half  of  said  stock  to  him.  Pulling  assented  to  the  pro- 
position, and  complainant  McGraw  had  written  articles  of  partner- 
ship drawn  up  and  shown  to  Pulling,  ready  to  be  executed  on  the 
delivery  of  said  note  by  Pulling.  Pulling  did  not  immediately 
deliver  said  note,  but  confiding  in  his  promise  and  ability  to  do  so, 
McGraw  sufiered  Pulling  to  appear  and  act  as  his  partner  in  his 
said  apothecary  store.  About  the  fifteenth  of  January,  1837,  Pul- 
ling expressed  his  fear  that  if  he  gave  the  note,  as  previously 
agreed,  he  would  not  be  able  to  pay  it  at  maturity.  McGraw  then 
agreed  with  Pulling  to  take  two  notes  for  twenty-five  hundred 
dollars  each,  the  one  payable  on  the  fifteenth  day  of  January,  1838, 
and  the  other  on  the  first  day  of  February,  1838.  The  notes 
were  drawn,  and  Pulling  told  McGraw  that  one  Walter  Irwin 
would  indorse  them,  which  was  satisfactory  to  McGraw.  Pulling 
however  neglected  to  execute  and  deliver  the  notes,  and  the  same 
were  finally  returned  unexecuted.  In  the  mean  time  Pulling  had 
been  acting  as  a  partner  of  McGraw  on  the  faith  of  said  agree- 
ment, and  goods  had  been  purchased  in  their  joint  name.  In  the 
month  of  December,  1837,  McGraw  became  dissatisfied  with  the 
delay  of  Pulling  to  complete  his  contract,  as  also  with  his  neglect 
and  inattention  to  business,  and  proposed  a  settlement;  but  Pul- 
ling refiised  to  settle  until  he  had  paid  for  half  of  said  stock  of 
goods,  but  made  no  offer  to  pay  for  the  same.  On  the  fourth  of 
January,  1838,  McGraw  again  ofiered  to  execute  the  articles  of 
partnership,  provided  Pulling  would  pay  the  five  thousand  dollars, 
which,  by  the  terms  of  the  first  agreement,  was  then  due.  Pul- 
ling refused  the  ofier.  During  this  time  about  eight  thousand 
dollars'  worth  of  goods  had  been  purchased  in  the  name  of 
McGraw  &  Pulling,  five  thousand  of  which  had  been  paid  from 
the  proceeds  of  the  sales  of  the  goods  of  McGraw,  Pulling  having 
never  advanced  anything  towards  the  capital  stocky  or  in  payment 
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for  the  goods,  but  on  the  contrary,  taken  about  one  thousand  dol- 
lars out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  store.  The  bill  prays  for  an 
account  to  be  taken  between  the  parties,  and  that  Pulling  may  be 
perpetually  restrained  from  intermeddling  with  said  store,  the 
books,  accounts,  &c.,  upon  the  execution  by  McGraw  of  a  bond 
with  sufficient  security  to  indemnify  Pulling' against  all  claims 
that  may  come  against  him  as  an  acting  partner  in  said  concern. 

The  answer  of  Pulling  admits  the  oflFer  and  acceptance  of  the 
partnership,  but  denies  that  there  were  any  such  conditions  annex- 
ed to  it  as  alledged  by  McGraw;  charges  that  the  partnership  ac- 
tually commenced  on  the  1st  of  January,  1837;  admits  the  articles 
of  agreement  were  drawn  up;  denies  that  he  assented  to  them; 
admits  that  the  goods  were  estimated  at  ten  thousand  dollars,  and 
that  McGraw  offered  to  take  notes,  as  stated  in  his  bill,  and  that 
it  was  finally  agreed  upon  that  Pulling  should  give  his  two  notes 
for  twenty-five  hundred  dollars  each,  to  fall  due  on  the  1st  of  Feb- 
ruary and  March,  1838;  denies  neglect  and  inattention  to  the  busi- 
ness of  the  concern;  admits  that  eight  thousand  dollars  worth  of 
goods  were  bought  in  the  partnership  name ;  that  he  never  ad- 
vanced any  thing  to  the  partnership,  but  says  said  goods  were 
partly  paid  for  out  of  the  joint  funds  of  McGraw  and  Pulling;  ad- 
mits the  receipt  of  one  thousand  dollars,  or  thereabouts;  states  that 
he  was  an  experienced  and  skilful  druggist,  and  was  about  to  enter 
into  business  himself  on  his  own  account  when  McGraw  made  the 
said  offer  of  partnership,  as  respondent  believes,  to  prevent  compe- 
tition in  business;  denies  that  the  execution  of  the  notes  was  a  condi- 
tion precedent  to  the  commencement  of  the  partnership,  but  says 
they  were  to  be  given  as  collateral  security,  and  that  the  same  were 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  business;  denies  that  the  notes 
were  ever  presented  to  him  by  McGraw  to  be  signed,  and  says  he 
has  always  been  ready  to  execute  the  same,  and  have  them  in- 
dorsed. 

After  filing  this  answer  Pulling  filed  a  cross  bill,  charging  the 
same  matters  contained  in  his  answer,  and  further  stating  that  he 
was  a  full  and  unconditional  partner  of  McGraw;  that  during 
that  period  the  profits  of  the  concern  were  about  twenty-five 
thousand  dollars;  that  he  is  entitled  to  one  half  of  the  same;  that 
McGraw  fraudulently  refrained  from  presentmg  the  notes  to  him 
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for  execution,  and  now  falsely  pretends  that  because  said  notes 
were  not  executed  Pulling  is  no  partner  in  the  concern,  and  not 
entitled  to  a  share  of  the  profits;  that  McGraw  has  filed  his  bill  in 
chancery  and  obtained  an  injunction  restraining  him,  <S&c. 

The  cross  bill  prays  that  the  partnership  may  be  dissolved;  that 
an  account  may  be  taken;  that  McGraw  be  decreed  to  pay  Pulling 
what  may  appear  to  be  due;  that  a  receiver  be  appointed  to  take 
possession  of  the  partnership  effects,  and  to  carry  on  and  conduct 
said  establishment  until  the  final  decree  of  the  court;  and  that 
McGraw  be  restrained  from  intermeddling,  &c.  in  the  mean  time. 

McGraw  answers  the  cross  bill,  and  denies  all  its  material  alle- 
gations; states  that  he  did  draw  up  the  notes  and  present  the  same 
to  Pulling  to  be  signed  and  indorsed,  and  told  Pulling  at  the  time 
that  Walter  Irwin  would  indorse  them,  and  that  his  indorsement 
would  be  satisfactory.  Pulling  took  the  notes,  retained  them 
several  days,  and  returned  them  unindorsed;  denies  that  he  ever 
agreed  to  draw  up  and  present  said  notes  to  Pulling,  but  that  the 
same  was  a  voluntary  undertaking;  denies  that  Pulling  had  any 
intention  of  opening  a  drug  store  on  his  own  account;  chaiges 
that  Pulling  removed  the  books  of  account  from  the  store  without 
McGraw's  consent  or  knowledge;  that  Pulling  was  a  great  part  of 
his  time  absent,  and  neglected  the  business  of  the  store;  denies 
that  the  profits  of  the  store  were  twenty-five  thousand  dollars,  and 
says  they  will  not  exceed  two  thousand  dollars;  and  insists  that 
all  the  statements  of  the  original  bill  are  true,  and  is  ready  to 
'  prove  the  same. 

Much  testimony  was  taken  to  show  the  amount  of  business 
done  by  McGraw  and  Pulling,  and  the  nett  profits  arising  there- 
from; but  inasmuch  as  the  only  question  decided  by  the  chancel- 
lor was  as  to  the  existence  of  a  partnership  between  the  parties, 
the  evidence  to  that  point  only  will  be  given. 

Mark  Izod  testified  that  he  understood  firom  both  parties  that 
Pulling  was  to  be  a  partner  with  McGraw  in  the  drug  store,  in  the 
city  of  Natchez,  in  the  year  1837,  on  condition  that  Pulling  was 
to  execute  certain  notes,  I  think  two,  for  the  amount,  altc^ther,  of 
five  thousand  dollars,  which  notes  he  knew  were  never  executed; 
that  in  January  or  February,  1838,  McGraw  made  Pulling  a 
proposition  for  an  amicable  settlement  of  their  business,  that  wit- 
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ness  was  called  upon  by  McGraw  to  be  present;  that  McGraw 
proposed  to  sell  out  to  Pulling  on  certain  conditions  mentioned, 
but  Pulling  refused  to  make  any  settlement,  saying  that  'lie  was 
in  possession  of  the  premises,  and  that  he  could  not  be  turned  out 
except  by  force."  Witness,  at  the  request  of  McGraw,  then  made 
Pulling  another  proposition  for  an  amicable  settlement,  which  was 
refused.  McGraw  then  asked  Pulling  to  execute  the  notes  accord- 
ing to  agreement,  which  he  refused  to  do,  saying  he  had  posses- 
sion of  the  premises,  ice. 

Michael  Cotter  testified,  that  about  the  first  of  February,  1837^ 
McGraw  handed  to  Pulling  two  notes  of  two  thousand  five  hun- 
dred dollars  each,  in  presence  of  witness,  at  the  store  of  McGraw 
&.  Pulling;  McGraw  then  left  the  store,  and  Pulling  said  to  wit- 
ness that  Walter  IVwin  had  once  done  him  a  favor  by  indorsing 
for  him,  and  he  intended  to  try  him  again;  does  not  know  that 
the  notes  were  ever  completed,  but  Pulling  said  he  intended  to  do 
so,  and  that  said  notes  were  to  be  executed  for  Pulling's  share  in 
the  drug  store. 

The  correspondence  of  McGraw  &  Pulling  with  several  com- 
mercial firms  in  Boston  and  New  Orleans,  was  proven,  to  show 
that  McGraw  recognized  Pulling  as  a  partner;  also  an  indenture, 
leasing  a  store,  in  the  hand  writing  of  McGraw,  signed  ^'McGraw 
6c  Pulling,"  by  McGraw  himself;  the  rent  of  the  store  was  paid 
altematelyby  McGraw  and  Pulling,  and  the  receipt  given  to  them 
as  a  firm  in  their  firm  name. 

Robert  C.  Campbell  states  that  he  was  employed  by  Pulling  to 
post  books  of  the  firm,  in  July  or  August,  1837;  that  McGraw 
frequently  talked  with  him  about  the  books,  and  hurried  him  to 
make  out  the  accounts;  the  same  were  made  out  in  the  name  of 
McGraw  &  Pulling.  In  the  spring  of  1837,  McGraw  told  wit- 
ness that  he  had  taken  Pulling  in  partnership  with  him  in  the 
drug  business;  in  the  latter  part  of  1837,  McGraw  and  Pulling 
had  some  difiiculty,  and  the  former  told  witness  that  he  wanted 
no  advantage  of  Pulling;  that  he  would  make  him  a  proposition 
to  buy  or  sell;  heard  McGraw  frequently  speak  of  the  business  of 
the  firm,  and  never  heard  him  deny  the  partnership.  In  Decem- 
ber, 1838,  McGraw  and  Pulling  had  a  quarrel;  Pulling  complained 
that  McGraw  had  sent  orders  to  New  York  for  goods  for  the  firm 
Vol.  I.--31 
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without  Polling's  knowledge,  which  McGraw  denied.  Pulling 
had  the  principal  chai^  of  the  business,  but  McGraw  attended  to 
it  when  Pulling  was  absent.  Some  time  after  the  partnership  had 
commenced,  witness  heard  Pulling  say  he  was  to  give  notes  for 
his  share  of  the  stock,  and  that  McGraw  was  to  get  them  in< 
dorsed.  McGraw  &  Pulling  advertised  goods  for  sale  in  the 
newspapers. 

J.  P.  Daily  statQS  that  in  the  commencement  of  the  year  1837, 
McGraw  told  him  that  Pulling  was  a  partner;  there  were  certain 
conditions  which  Mr.  Pulling  was  to  perform;  the  giving  of  notes 
by  Pulling  for  his  share  of  stock;  McGraw  said  Pulling  could  fix 
them  at  any  time;  that  Mr.  Irwin  had  promised  to  indorse  them 
^r  Pulling.  Witness  thinks  Pulling  one  of  the  most  able  apothe- 
caries in  the  place. 

Thomas  Ran  states  that  McGraw  told  him  that  Pulling  was  his 
partner  in  the  drug  store. 

William  Frisby  and  Asa  Prisby  say  that  Pulling  is  a  good 
apothecary. 

James  Edwards  states  that  he  published  the  Natchez  Conner, 
and  that  McGraw  sent  him  an  advertisement  to  publish,  in  his 
own  hand  writing,  signed  "McGraw  <fc  Pulling,"  and  headed  *lm- 
ported  Medicines."  Witness  published  same;  knew  there  was  a 
proposition  for  a  partnership  between  them,  and  that  Pulling  was 
to  give  notes  for  five  thousand  dollars  for  his  share  of  the  stock; 
they  treated  each  other  as  partners,  and  acted  as  such  before  the 
notes  were  executed.  Witness  drew  up  articles  of  partnership, 
but  does  not  know  that  they  were  executed. 

George  Winchester  for  complainant,  McGraw. 

Although,  as  between  McGraw  and  Pulling  and  third  persons, 
a  partnerahip  existed,  yet,  as  between  McGraw  and  Pulling,  there 
was  no  partnership,  and  Pulling  has  no  claim  as  partner. 

As  between  McGraw  and  Pulling,  according  to  the  statements 
of  both,  to  constitute  a  partnership  between  them,  each  must  have 
been  owners  of  half  the  capital  stock,  and  each  was  to  derive  half 
the  profits  and  abide  half  the  losses. 

If  Pulling  never  put  into  the  concern  five  thousand  doUare,  (the 
capital  stock  being  agreed  by  both  at  ten  thousand  dollars,)  then 
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he  could  not  be  entitled  to  half  the  profits,  or  liable  for  half  the 
losses,  as  between  themoelves;  and,  if  so,  there  was  no  partnership 
as  between  them. 

Now,  it  is  clear,  from  the  whole  case,  that  Pulling  never  put 
any  thing  into  the  concern  in  the  shape  of  capital,  and  he  distinct- 
ly admits  this  in  his  answer.  An  ingenious  attempt  is  made,  how- 
ever, to  make  him  owner  of  half  the  stock,  by  setting  up  a  claim 
to  half  of  the  profits  of  the  whole  capital  stock,  owned  exclusive- 
ly by  McGraw,  and  then  making  this  half  the  profits  a  payment 
into  the  concern  of  half  the  capital.  But  the  Macy  of  this  at* 
tempt  is  exposed  by  a  mere  statement  of  it 

Pulling  was  to  secure,  by  notes  indorsed,  the  payment  of  five 
thousand  dollars  to  McGraw,  for  an  assigmnent  by  McGraw  to 
him  of  half  the  capital  stock — ^the  whole  of  the  five  thousand 
dollars  to  be  paid,  according  to  Pulling's  own  statement,  by  the 
lat  of  March,  1638.  But  could  he  be  allowed  to  withdraw  this 
sum  from  the  concern  to  pay  it  with  ?  That  would  be  to  with- 
draw his  whole  stock  from  the  concern  in  the  very  act,  and  at  the 
very  moment,  of  becoming  the  own^  of  it  But,  aside  from  the 
absurdity  of  this  attempt,  the  terms  of  their  contract  for  a  partner* 
diip  repel  it  It  is  immaterial  whether  the  execution  of  the  notes 
was  to  be  a  condition  precedent  to  McGraw's  assigning  to  him  one 
half  the  stock  or  not;  the  execution  and  deUvery  of  the  notes, 
with  an  indorser,  was  to  be  the  consideration  of  the  assignment, 
and  McGraw  was  not  bound  to  assign  until  Pulling  executed  the 
notes.  Pulling  has  never  given  the  notes,  and  can  therefore  make 
no  pretence  to  be  the  owner  of  half  the  stock. 

'  And  although  McGraw,  even  after  the  notes  were  to  have  been 
paid,  still  ofiered  to  let  him  become  the  owner  of  half  the  stock 
if  he  would  then  pay  him  the  purchase  money,  and  to  settle  with 
him  as  a  partner,  allowing  him  half  the  profits,  still  Pulling  failed 
or  refused  to  make  the  payment 

As  to  his  excuses  for  not  delivering  the  notes,  or  for  not  paying 
the  five  thousand  dollars,  even  if  they  were  ever  so  good  and  rea- 
sonable, they  could  not  make  him  owner  of  half  the  stock.  He 
could  not  acquire  a  title  to  one  half  of  McGraw's  stock  of  medi- 
cines, because  McGraw  did  not  draw  up  and  prepare  the  notes  for 
him,  even  if  McGraw  pomised  so  to  do;  nor,  when  the  time  arri- 
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ved  at  which  the  stock  was  to  be  paid  for,  and  McGraw  offered  to 
let  him  into  the  ownership  if  he  would  then  pay,  could  he  acquire 
a  title  to  the  stock,  because  he  was  unable  to  pay,  and  McGraw 
knew  he  was  unable. 

To  have  become  entitled  to  one  half  the  profits,  he  must,  ac- 
cording to  their  contract,  have  become  the  owner  of  half  the 
stock;  and,  to  have  become  the  owner  of  half  the  stock,  he  must, 
according  to  their  contract,  have  given  his  notes  with  an  indorser, 
to  secure  the  payment,  or  he  must  have  paid  the  consideration  of 
five  thousand  dollars.  He  has  never  done  either.  He  has  never 
put  any  thing  into  the  concern.  He  has  never  paid  for  a  dollar  of 
the  stock.  If,  then,  he  is  entitled  to  half  the  profits,  he  is  entitled 
to  it  solely  for  his  services. 

If  McGraw  had  agreed  to  furnish  the  whole  capital  stock,  and 
Pulling  to  give  his  services,  and  upon  these  terms  a  mutual  part- 
nership had  been  formed,  in  which  they  were  to  divide  equally 
the  profit  and  loss,  then  Pulling  might  claim  one  half  the  profits. 
But  this  was  not  an  equal  partnership,  in  which  one  was  to  fur- 
nish the  whole  capital  and  the  other  merely  his  services.  Pulling 
was  to  put  in  half  the  stock,  and,  to  enable  him  to  do  so,  McGraw 
offered  to  sell  him  half,  for  his  notes  indorsed,  for  five  thousand 
dollars. 

Can  Pulling  call  upon  this  court  to  compel  McGraw  to  convey 
half  the  stock,  without  showing  that  he  has  either  given  the  notes 
or  offered  to  give  the  notes,  or  to  pay  the  money,  in  consideration 
of  which  he  was  to  become  the  owner  of  half  tilie  stock? 

But,  until  he  can  show  himself  the  owner  of  half  the  stock,  he 
can  never  claim  half  the  profits,  upon  his  own  statement  of  the 
terms  of  the  partnership. 

The  excuse  set  up  for  not  giving  the  notes — suppose  McGraw 
promised  to  prepare  the  notes:  it  is  idle  to  talk  of  such  a  promise 
as  constituting  any  part  of  the  contract,  or  the  failure  to  prepare 
the  notes  as  any  excuse  for  not  giving  the  notes.  Pulling  could 
have  prepared  the  notes  himself  if  McGraw  failed  or  refused  to  do 
so.  But,  to  prevent  all  controversy  on  so  singular  a  position, 
McGraw  has  proved,  by  two  witnesses,  that  he  did  prepare  and 
deliver  to  Pulling  the  notes  to  procure  an  indorser. 

But  it  may  be  said  that  goods  having  been  purchased  in  the 
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partnership  name,  would  make  them  partners  as  between  them- 
selves. That  might  be  true  to  the  extent  of  the  goods  so  purcha- 
sed, if  there  had  not  been  an  express  agreement  as  to  the  terms  of 
the  partnership.  But  as  there  is  an  express  contract  on  both  sides 
as  to  the  terms  of  the  partnership  they  were  to  form,  in  which 
they  were  to  be  equal  owners  of  the  whole  stock,  and  equally  in- 
terested in  profit  and  loss,  it  is  impossible  to  establish  any  difto- 
ent  partner^p.  How  would  this  court  ascertain  what  were  the 
profits  and  losses  on  the  particular  goods  and  medicines  so  pur- 
chased in  their  joint  names,  so  as  to  distinguish  them  from  the 
profits  and  losses  on  the  stock  owned  exclusively  by  McGraw  ? 
It  could  not  be  done  if  attempted,  and,  to  do  it,  the  court  would 
have  to  disregard  the  contract  of  the  parties,  and  create  a  new 
contract  of  partnership  for  the  particular  benefit  of  the  party  who 
has  fidled  to  comply  with  the  express  contract  for  a  partnership 
between  them. 

The  purchase  of  stock  in  their  joint  names  is  evidence  of  part^ 
nership  as  between  them  and  the  persons  of  whom  they  purcha- 
sed; but  it  is  no  evidence  of  a  partnership,  or  the  particular  terms 
of  a  partnership,  between  themselves.  As  between  McGraw  and 
Pulling,  McGraw  might  be  wholly  bound  to  pay  for  the  goods 
bought  in  their  joint  names;  and  yet,  as  between  McGraw  and 
Pulling  and  the  vendors,  both  might  be  bound. 

There  is  no  pretence  that  Pulling  has  ever  paid  for  any  portion 
of  the  goods;  and,  even  should  he  have  to  pay,  McGraw  would 
be  bound  to  him  for  the  same,  if,  as  betwe^i  themselves,  there 
-was  no  partnership. 

If,  in  order  to  settle  and  collect  old  accounts,  or  for  any  other 
cause,  McGraw  chose  to  permit  Pulling  to  appear  to  the  world  as 
his  partner,  and  Pulling  chose  so  to  appear,  and  as  such  to  become 
bound  as  partners  to  third  persons,  it  was  competent  for  them  to 
do  so  without  being  partners  as  between  themselves. 

The  partnership,  if  any  exist,  is  an  entire  thing,  and  this  court 
cannot  divide  it  It  cannot  be  made  a  half  or  a  quarter  partnership 
concern  between  Pulling  and  McGraw,  and  three  quarters,  half, 
or  quarter.  Sec.  the  sole  concern  of  McGraw. 

If  partner  at  all,  it  must  be  under  the  express  agreement  which 
excludes  an  implied  one,  and  he  must  be  an  equal  partner  in  the 
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whole  capital  stock  and  profit  and  loss.    Gow  on  Partnership, 
page  8—9. 

Even  in  a  case  of  an  implied  partnership,  in  10  Yesey,  page  66, 
nHiere  the  jury  found  the  son  entitled  to  a  quarter  of  the  profits, 
the  chancellor  says :  ^^  In  this  view  the  result  appears  extraordina* 
ry.  The  proposition  being,  that  the  son  was  interested  in  some 
share  not  exceeding  a  moiety,  the  jury  in  some  way  upon  the  foot- 
ing of  a  quantum  meruit j  find  him  entitled  to  a  quarter.  I  have 
no  conception  how  that  principle  can  apply  to  a  partnership."  Here 
the  express  agreement  between  Pulling  and  McGraw  excludes  a 
quantum  meruit. 

Actions  at  law  may  be  maintained  by  one  partner  upon  a  cove- 
nant or  contract  in  articles  of  partnership  for  a  failure  to  enter  into 
the  partnership  according  to  covenant,  2  Stark,  N.  P.  107;  Gow  111. 

Suppose  Pulling  should  sue  McGraw  at  law  for  not  entering  into 
the  partnership,  could  he  recover  by  proving  that  McGraw  agreed 
to  draw  the  notes  which  Pulling  was  to  give  him  and  failed  to  do  it. 

The  argument  that  Pulling'shalf  of  the  profits  has  paid  for  half 
the  stock,  and  that  he  is  thereby  under  the  agreement  a  partner, 
assumes  that  he  is  entitled  to  half  the  profits ;  whereas  his  title  to 
half  the  profits  depends  under  their  express  agreement  upon  his 
first  becoming  the  owner  of  half  the  stock. 

But  how  is  it  to  appear  that  his  half  the  profits  would  pay  for 
half  the  stock.  His  right  to  apply  half  the  profits  as  a  payment 
of  the  stock,  could  only  arise  upon  a  settlement  of  an  account  of 
profit  and  loss,  which  settlement  defendant  seeks  to  compel  by  a 
decree  of  this  court.    13  East,  7. 

But  before  he  can  obtain  a  decree  compelling  McGraw  to  account 
as  partner,  he  must  show  that  he  is  a  partner,  and  that  fiict  he  seeks 
to  establish  by  the  account  to  be  taken. 

Suppose  on  taking  the  account  it  should  appear  there  are  no 
profits,  but  a  loss.  Then  he  has  not  paid  for  half  the  stock,  he  has 
never  been  the  owner  of  it,  and  was  no  partner. 

Under  the  agreement,  by  this  mode  of  making  him  a  partner,  if 
the  profits  are  equal  to  the  amount,  or  more  than  what  he  was  to 
pay  for  half  the  goods,  then  he  is  a  partner  and  entitled  to  the  pro- 
fits.  But  if  it  is  a  losing  concern,  and  the  goods  were  burnt,  or 
the  capital  wholly  sunk  by  bad  debts,  then  he  is  no  partner,  and 
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owes  McOraw  nothing  for  the  goods,  and  is  subject  to  no  loss  as 
between  himself  and  McGraw.  This  will  answer  to  no  definition 
of  partnership  in  elementary  books  or  books  of  reports. 

The  matter  is  so  plain  I  have  not  thought  it  necessary  to  make 
much  reference  to  authorities,  except  from  Digests.  7  Bingham 
714;  3  Bos.  &  Pul.  236 ;  6  Sarg.  &;  Rawie,  337 ;  9  Johns.  Rep. 
489;  17Idem,40;  6  Pick.  Rep.  372 ;  4  East,  141 ;  2  B.  &  C. 
401,  or  9  E.  C.  L.  K.  122 ;  2  McCord's  Rep.  421 ;  4  Johns.  740^ 
251;  2  Johns.  300;  17Vesey,410;  18Vesey,300;  19Tesey,  29l! 

Pulling's  cross  bill  should  be  demurred,  and  the  injunction  in 
McGraw's  bill  be  rendered  perpetual,  and  Pulling  decreed  to  pay 
the  costs. 

This  cause  was  at  hearing  at  the  last  term,  and  my  argument 
and  brief  prepared  for  submitting  it  then,  being  set  for  hearing  for 
a  particular  day.  Since  the  conmiencement  of  the  present  term, 
defendant  notified  McGraw  and  took  several  depositions  of  wit- 
nesses, at  which  time  I  understand  by  letter  from  McGraw,  he  in^ 
troduced  some  witnesses  also.  All  this  evidence,  even  under  the 
latitude  of  our  statute,  I  conceive  to  be  irr^ularly  taken  and  im- 
proper. 

I  have  not  examined  any  of  it,  as  I  conceive  no  possible  evi- 
dence in  the  cause  can,  under  the  pleadings,  make  any  difference 
in  the  decision;  as  no  other  partnership  than  the  express  one  sta- 
ted by  complainant  and  admitted  by  defendant,  is  pretended  in  the 
pleadings  on  either  side. 

I  understand  from  McGraw's  letter,  the  object  of  the  new  evi- 
dence was  to  prove  the  profits  of  his  concern  greater  than  he  ad< 
mits  in  his  answer  to  the  cross  bill.  If  his  answer  in  this  respect 
were  even  disproved  by  positive  and  sufficient  evidence,  it  still 
leaves  the  question  where  it  was  before,  viz :  can  Pulling  make 
himself  a  partner  if  the  profits  of  McGraw's  stock  was  sufficient 
to  pay  McGraw  the  $5000  Pulling  was  to  pay  or  secure  to  be  paid 
to  become  a  partner,  and  come  out  no  partner  if  it  turns  out  on 
taking  the  account  that  the  profits  are  not  sufficient.  In  other 
words,  is  he  a  partner  for  sharing  the  profits  in  the  event  of  a  pro- 
fitable concern,  but  no  partner  for  sharing  the  losses  in  the  event 
of  a  losing  concern.  And  if  he  is  to  be  made  a  partner,  what  are 
the  terms  of  the  partnership  to  be  newly  raised  between  them? 
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But  the  parties  must  be  confined  to  the  express  agreement  for  a 
partnership  between  them,  as  no  other  agreement  is  set  up  in  the 
pleadings. 

Montgomery  d;  Botd  for  respondent  Pulling. 

To  constitute  a  partnership  inter  se^  the  existence  of  written 
articles  is  not  essential ;  the  mere  act  of  trading  together  jointly 
being  sufficient  for  that  purpose,  Gow,  marginal  p.  6.  Where  there 
are  articles  of  co-partnership  they  will  supply  the  rule  by  which  to 
determine  any  disagreement,  yet  the  subsequent  transactions  of  the 
partners  may  control  and  supersede  clauses  in  those  articles,  or 
may  furnish  evidence  of  a  new  agreement  different  from  the  writ- 
ten articles,  provided  those  transactions  manifest  a  different  inten- 
tion, for  whatever  may  be  the  language  of  a  partnership  deed,  the 
dealings  and  transactions  among  tiie  partners  may  be  such  as  to 
amount  to  distinct  evidence  that  some  of  the  articles  were  waived 
by  the  parties,  &c  Gow,  page  11;  6  S.  d&  R.  337 ;  6  Pick.  372 ; 
9  John.  489;  17  John.  630. 

An  actual  ostensible  partner  is  one  who  not  only  participates  in 
the  profits  and  losses,  but  who  appears  and  exhibits  himself  to  the 
world  as  a  person  connected  with  the  partnership.  Gow,  14.  Either 
his  right  to  share  in  the  profits,  or  the  permitted  exhibition  of  his 
name  as  a  partner,  would  be  sufficient  to  make  him  responsible  to 
third  persons.  Gow,  14.  And  wherever  the  existence  of  a  part- 
nership as  to  third  persons  is  established,  the  presumption  of  law 
is  that  a  partnership  exists  between  the  parties.  Gow,  13-14 ;  2 
Campbell,  46. 

The  Chancellor. 

It  is  necessary,  to  a  correct  understanding  of  this  case,  that  I 
should  advert  to  the  leading  facts  as  they  appear  in  the  pleadings 
and  proof.  The  original  bill  states,  that  in  January,  1837, 
McGraw,  having  on  hand  a  stock  of  drugs  and  medicines  in  the 
city  of  Natchez,  worth  ten  thousand  dollars,  proposed  to  the  de- 
fendant, Pulling,  (who  was  then  acting  as  his  clerk,)  the  formation 
of  a  partnership,  on  condition  that  Pulling  should  give  his  notes, 
with  good  security,  payable  thereafter,  for  five  thousand  dollars, 
being  one  half  the  estimated  value  of  said  stock  of  drugs  and 
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medicines.  That  this  proposition  was  assented  to  by  Pulling,  and 
that  upon  the  faith  that  Pulling  would  comply  with  his  part  of  the 
agreement,  the  parties  were  thereafter  held  out  as  partners  in  the 
business  of  bu3ring  and  vending  drugs  and  medicines.  That  Pul- 
ling took  some  blank  notes,  promising  to  sign  them  and  hare  them 
indorsed  by  Walter  Irwin,  which  were  to  be  returned  to  McGraw 
in  payment  of  one  half  of  said  stock.  That  Pulling  has  never 
executed  and  delivered  the  notes  aforesaid,  or  paid  any  part  of  the 
five  thousand  dollars,  but  refuses  to  do  either,  and  has  n^lected 
the  business  and  withdrawn  money  from  the  house,  &c.;  and 
prays  that  Pulling  may  be  perpetually  injoined  from  interfering 
with  the  concern,  upon  his  giving  him  a  bond  of  indemnity 
i^;ainst  any  partnership  liability. 

Pulling  admits  in  his  answer  the  proposition  for  a  partnership, 
but  denies  that  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  notes  was  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  commencement  of  the  partnership,  and  in- 
sists that  the  contract  of  partnership  was  complete  on  the  first  of 
January,  1837.  He  admits  that  he  refused  to  sign  the  articles  of 
partnership,  offered  as  exhibit  (A)  to  complainant's  bill,  and  says 
that  the  notes  which  he  was  to  give  were  to  be  held  up  until  they 
could  be  paid  out  of  the  profits  of  the  concern.  He  has  filed  a 
cross  bill,  in  which  he  prays  for  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership 
and  for  an  account,  &c. 

The  most  of  the  testimony  in  the  case  is  directed  to  the 
estaUishment  of  various  acts  and  admissions  on  the  part  of 
McGraw,  with  reference  to  the  existence  of  a  co-partnership  be- 
tween himself  and  Pulling.  Both  parties  distinctly  admit  that 
there  was  an  agreement  for  a  partnership;  but  it  is  insisted  by 
McGraw  that  this  agreement  was  not  carried  into  effect  in  conse- 
quence of  Pulling's  failure  to  comply  with  his  part  of  the  agree- 
ment, and  that  a  partnership,  therefore,  never  did  exist  as  between 
them.  There  is  no  question  here  as  to  the  right  of  third  persons 
to  treat  these  parties  as  partners;  the  question  is,  are  they  to  be 
considered  as  partners  as  between  themselves?  To  constitute  a 
partnership,  as  between  the  parties  thereto,  there  must  be  a  joint 
ownership  of  the  partnership  ^property,  and  an  agreement,  either 
expressed  or  implied,  to  participate  in  the  profits  and  share  in  the 
loss  of  the  business.     Story  on  Partnership,  20;  Chase  v.  Barrett, 
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4  Paige  148.  Was  there  such  joint  ownership  in  this  case?  It  is 
not  pretended  that  the  notes  which  were  agreed  to  be  given  by 
Pulling  were  ever  delivered;  his  right  therefore  to  one  half  of 
McOraw's  stock  in  trade  must  depend,  first,  upon  whether  the  de- 
livery of  the  notes  was  a  condition  precedent  to  such  rights,  and 
to  the  commencement  of  the  contemplated  partnership?  and  if  so, 
secondly,  whether  the  conduct  of  McGraw,  in  recc^izing  the  ex- 
istence of  a  partnership,  was  a  waiver  of  that  condition. 

The  testimony  of  Edwards  proves  that  Pulling  was  to  become 
a  partner  and  give  his  notes  for  five  thousand  dollars,  but  whether 
the  notes  were  to  be  given  prior  or  subsequent  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  partnership  he  does  not  know;  that  he  was  called  on 
to  draft  articles  of  partnership,  but  understood  that  they  were  not 
executed,  because  McGraw  was  to  get  Pulling's  notes  and  have 
them  indorsed.  Mark  Izod  proves  that  he  understood  from  the 
parties  that  Pulling  was  to  become  McGraw's  partner,  on  con- 
dition that  he  executed  two  notes  to  the  amount  of  five  thousand 
dollars;  that  in  an  attempt  at  a  settlement  between  the  parties,  he 
heard  McGmw  demand  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  notes^ 
which  Pulling  refiised  to  give,  saying  he  had  possession,  and 
could  not  be  turned  out  except  by  force.  The  deixwition  of  Daly, 
taken  by  Pulling,  proves  that  the  condition  upon  which  the  part- 
nership was  formed  was,  that  Pulling  should  give  his  notes  to 
McGmw  for  half  the  stock;  that  McGraw  expressed  a  confidence 
that  he  could  get  the  notes  at  any  tune.  From  this  reference  to 
the  testimony,  I  conclude  that  the  agreement  between  the  parties 
w^  virtually  a  contract  on  the  part  of  Pulling  to  buy  one  half  of 
McGraw's  stock  of  drugs  and  medicines,  and  then  carry  on  the 
business  jointly  as  partners;  and  that  the  execution  and  delivery 
of  the  notes  was  a  condition  precedent;  and  that  no  right  vested 
in  Pulling  until  he  complied  with  it,  or  it  was  distinctly  waived 
by  McGraw. 

It  is  a  general  and  familiar  principle  of  law,  that  in  sales  of 
goods,  to  be'  paid  for  in  cash  or  secured  by  note,  the  payment  of 
the  one  or  the  delivery  of  the  other  is  a  condition  'precedent,  im- 
plied in  the  contract  of  sale.  2  Kent's  Com.  492.  And  in  such 
case,  if  the  goods  are  even  delivered,  yet  if  the  delivery  is  made 
subject  to  the  delivery  of  the  note  to  be  given,  the  right  of  prop- 
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erty  in  the  goods  is  not  changed.  2  Kent  497,  489;  Barrett  v. 
Pritchard,  2  Pick.  512;  Copland  v.  Bosquet,  4  Wash  C.  C-iR.  688; 
Whitewdl  v.  Vincent,  4  Pick.  461. 

But  it  is  said  that  although  the  terms  of  the  original  agreement 
may  have  required  a  delivery  of  the  notes  to  be  given  by  Pulling 
before  the  commencement  of  any  interest  on  his  part  in  the  goods, 
and  as  antecedent  to  a  partnership,  yet  that  the  subsequent  con- 
duct of  the  parties,  in  holding  themselves  out  to  the  world  as  par^ 
ners,  opening  partnership  books,  and  vending  goods  under  a  part- 
nership name,  is  evidence  that  McGraw  waived  or  dispensed  with 
that  condition.  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  original  terms  of  a  part- 
nership may  be  waived  or  tacitly  changed  by  the  conduct  of  the 
partners,  so  as  to  substitute  new  terms  and  conditions.  Where 
the  partners  have,  by  common  consent,  acted  upon  a  rule  variant 
from  their  original  agreement,  I  can  see  no  reason  why  they 
should  not  be  held  to  have  adopted  such  rule  as  a  part  of  the  terms 
of  their  association.  This  seems  to  have  been  the  doctrine  of 
Lord  Eldon  in  the  case  of  Const  v.  Harris,  1  Turner  &  Russell, 
496.  But  before  the  terms  of  the  original  agreement  can  be  con- 
sidered as  waived,  superseded  or  dispensed  with,  it  must  appear 
that  some  new  terms  have  been  agreed  upon  as  a  substitute.  In 
the  case  of  Robinson  v.  Paige,  3  Keys,  114,  it  was  held  that  a 
mere  treaty  for  a  change  in  the  terms  of  a  contract,  does  not 
amount  to  a  waiver,  unless  it  is  shown  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  parties  that  there  should  be  an  absolute  abandonment 
of  those  terms.  Was  there  any  substitution  of  new  terms  in 
the  contract  in  this  case,  or  any  intention  shown  to  absolutriy 
abandon  those  in  the  original  agreement?  I  think  not.  Although 
such  an  inference  seems  warrantable  firom  the  conduct  of  the  par- 
ties, yet  the  testimony  shows  that  such  inference  is  not  consistent 
with  the  truth  of  the  case.  The  deposition  of  Daly,  on  cross 
exanoination,  shows  that  McGraw  expressed  a  confidence  that  he 
could  get  Pulling's  notes  at  any  time.  This  deposition  shows  two 
things: 

1.  That  McGraw  did  not  waive  nor  intend  to  waive  the  execu- 
tion and  delivery  of  the  notes,  and  that  he  considered  such  deliv- 
ery as  indispensable  to  vest  Pulling  with  an  equal  interest  in  his 
stock  of  medicines. 
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2.  McGraw's  confidence  that  he  could  get  the  notes  at  anytime 
accounts  for  his  speaking  of  the  partnership  as  already  eristing, 
and  of  proceeding  to  business  as  though  the  contract  were  com- 
plete. 

The  fact  proven  by  Edwards,  that  the  written  articles  of  part- 
nership were  left  open,  because  the  notes  had  not  been  made,  and 
the  fact  that  those  articles  were  not  afterwards  signed  by  the  par- 
ties, are  full  evidence  to  my  mind  that  the  parties  themselves  did 
not  consider  their  contract  as  complete  without  the  execution  and 
delivery  of  the  notes  to  be  made  by  Pulling.  Then,  although 
Pulling  was  ostensibly  admitted  as  a  partner  entitled  to  one  half 
of  the  stock,  yet  it  is  clear  that  he  was  so  admitted  upon  the  con- 
dition and  understanding  that  he  would  execute  and  deliver  his 
notes  well  indorsed,  according  to  the  agreement;  and  there  is 
nothing  in  the  testimony  to  show  any  distinct  act  of  waiver  of 
this  condition  on  the  part  of  McGraw.  If,  then,  there  was  a 
delivery  of  the  goods  in  part  to  Pulling,  it  was  a  conditional  deliv- 
ery. In  the  case  of  Whitewell  v.  Vincent,  4  Pick.  451,  the  court 
say:  ^^t  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  make  the  delivery  condi- 
tional, that  an  express  declaration  should  be  made  to  that  effect, 
at  the  time  of  the  delivery.  It  is  sufficient  if  enough  appears  to 
show  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the  parties."  And  it  was 
held  in  that  case,  that  where  goods  are  sold  upon  condition  that 
the  vendee  gives  a  satisfactory  note  for  the  price,  and  he  does  not 
comply,  the  property  does  not  pass.  The  same  rule  was  laid 
down  in  the  case  of  Ck>pland  v.  Bosquet,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  Rep.  688. 
And  I  know  of  nothing  in  the  nature  of  a  contract  by  which  one 
party  agrees  to  sell  to  the  other  one  half  of  his  stock  in  trade,  with 
a  view  to  a  partnership,  which  would  change  the  application  of 
the  rule.  It  is  laid  down  that  where  one  of  several  partners 
agrees  to  contribute  goods  as  a  part  of  his  stock,  this  agreement 
does  not  transfer  the  right  of  property  to  the  partnership  unless 
there  is  a  delivery.  Story  on  Part.  130,  131,  note.  I  think  it 
clear  that  Pulling  was  permitted  to  act  and  to  be  held  out  as  a 
partner  upon  the  condition  that  he  was  to  comply  with  the  agree- 
ment, and  that  his  possession  under  these  circumstances  did  not 
change  the  right  of  property  as  to  one  half  the  stock  of  goods. 
In  the  case  of  Stevens  r.  Guppy,  3  Russ.  171,  it  was  held  that  the 
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ff  purchaser  of  a  share  in  a  copartnership  business  does  not  waive 

le  objections  to  the  title  by  taking  possession  of  the  property,  and 

jih  acting  as  a  partner,  where  it  appeared  that  it  was  the  intention  of 

the  parties  that  possession  should  immediately  commence,  and  the 
it  conveyance  be  made  at  a  future  day.    I  think  that  the  inference 

Q(  drawn  from  Pulling  continuing  in  the  store  and  exercising  acts  of 

s-  ownership,  is  satisfactorily  accounted  for,  as  well  from  the  fact 

\i  that  he  was,  at  the  time  of  the  proposed  partnership,  acting  as  a 

K  clerk  in  the  concern,  as  from  the  reliance  which  the  complainant 

alleges  he  continued  to  place  upon  PuUing's  promise  to  make  and 


i  deliver  his  notes  in  payment  for  a  share  of  the  goods.    McGraw 

f  does  not  appear  at  any  time  to  have  waived  a  compliance  with 

Q  this  condition.    On  the  contrary,  we  find  him,  according  to  the 

s  testimony  of  Cotter,  calling  for  an  execution  and  delivery  of  the 

i  notes  a  short  time  after  the  partnership  was  to  commence;  and 

2  according  to  the  testimony  of  Izod,  again  renewing  that  call  about 

January,  1838,  when  Ptdling  still  refused  to  comply  with  his  con- 
tract in  the  manner  agreed  upon. 

I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  PuUing's  failure  to  comply  when 
urged  so  to  do,  amounted  to  an  abandonment  of  the  contract  on 
his  part,  and  that  McGraw  was  at  liberty  to  consider  the  agree- 
ment at  an  end,  and  to  call  upon  this  court  for  an  injunction 
against  any  interference  on  the  part  of  Pulling  with  the  books, 
stock,  or  money  of  the  concern.  Where  by  the  terms  of  a  con- 
tract the  acts  to  be  performed  are  mutual  and  dependant,  either 
party  may  abandon  the  contract  upon  the  failure  of  the  other  to 
comply  with  his  part  of  it.  Ketchum  v.  Evertson,  13  John.  R. 
359;  12  John.  274.  So  where  goods  are  to  be  paid  for  on  deliv- 
ery, if  on  the  delivery  the  vendee  refuses  to  pay  for  them,  the 
vendor  has  a  lien  for  the  price,  and  may  resume  the  possession  of 
the  goods,  upon  the  ground  that  the  delivery  was  conditional. 
Palmer  v.  Hand,  13  John.  434. 

Pulling's  proposition  in  his  cross  bill  to  execute  the  notes,  comes 
too  late.  This  is  not  the  kind  of  case  in  which  a  court  of  equity 
will  extend  indulgence  to  a  party  by  giving  him  time  to  complete 
his  contract.  From  this  view  of  the  case  I  conclude  that  no  inter- 
est in  the  stock  of  goods  was  to  vest  in  Pulling  until  he  gave  his 
notes  therefor;  and  that  this  condition  was  not  waived  by  McGraw. 
Vol.  I.— 32 
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But  suppose  the  partnership  is  to  be  considered  as  complete,  by 
reason  of  McGraVs  neglect  to  enforce  an  execution  and  delivery 
of  the  notes  fromTulling,  and  by  his  having  suffered  him  to  be 
held  out  as  a  partner,  would  this  materially  change  the  rights 
of  Pulling?  Would  ii  be  equitable  and  just  that  he  should  be 
allowed  to  come  in  and  share  one  half  the  profits  of  McGraw's 
capital,  without  having  advanced  a  dollar  to  the  conmion  stock? 
Pulling  says  in  his  answer  that  it  was  understood  that  he  was  to 
pay  for  his  half  out  of  the  profits  of  the  concern.  I  find  nothing 
in  the  testimony  to  support  this  extraordinary  pretension.  Accord- 
ing to  this,  McGraw  was  to  give  him  one  half  of  his  stock  of 
goods  and  wait  till  Pulling  could  realize  enough  firom  the  profits 
arising  from  the  sale  thereof  to  pay  for  them.  This  would  indeed 
be  like  the  fabled  partnership  for  hunting  formed  between  the  lion 
and  other  beasts  of  the  forest,  in  which  the  lion  graciously  appro- 
priated the  whole  prey  to  his  own  use.  I  understand  that  the 
first  canon  of  the  law  of  partnership  is,  that  each  party  must 
bring  something  either  in  money,  property  or  labor  into  the  com- 
mon stock  or  fund,  and  that  a  partnership  formed  upon  any  other 
basis  would  be  a  mere  nullity.    Story  on  Part.  23;  3  Kent  24. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  shall  direct  a  decree  dismissing  the  cross  bill, 
and  perpetually  enjoining  Pulling  from  interfering  in  any  manner 
with  the  stock  of  drugs  and  medicines  which  formed  the  subject 
of  the  contract.  The  injunction  to  take  effect  upon  McGraw's 
executing  a  bond  with  security,  to  be  approved  by  me,  conditioned 
to  indemnify  Pulling  against  any  liability  he  may  have  incurred 
to  third  persons,  by  having  been  held  out  as  a  partner  of  McGraw. 
The  neglect  of  McGraw  to  put  an  end  to  the  agreement  at  an  ear- 
lier period,  I  think  properly  subjects  him  to  the  costs  of  the  suit. 
He  will  accordingly  be  decreed  to  pay  all  costs. 
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The  drcmt  court  has  concuiTent  jariadiction  with  ft  court  of  chancery,  for  the  purpoee 
of  trying  the  yaJidity  of  a  forfeited  forthcoming  bond,  upon  grounds  aiinng  anterior 
to  ita  forfeiture;  and  the  court  which  first  takes  jurisdiction  will  retain  it 

Where  a  forthcoming  bond  was  signed  in  blank,  and  the  sheriff  subsequently  filled 
the  same  up  conditioned  for-^e  delivery  of  property  which  had  no  existence;  held 
hj  the  court,  that  such  a  t>ond  is  wholly  without  consideration  as  to  the  sureties,  and 
creates  no  obligation  ov(.  their  part,  legal  or  moral,  to  pay  it 

The  validity  of  a  forthc<^ming  bond  depends  upon  there  having  been  a  substantial 
levy  made  upon  actual  tangible  property  of  the  defendant  in  execution,  which  was 
restored  to  him  upon  the  condition  that  it  should  be  redelivered  on  a  specific  day,  to 
beaold. 

The  surety  on  a  forthcoming  bond  is  not  liable  on  the  same,  where  the  property  levied 
<m  and  described  in  th^  bond  Ib  not  liable  to  the  execution. 

The  obligation  of  a  surety  on  a  forthcoming  bond  is  not  that  he  will  pay  the  money, 
bat  that  the  property  of  the  defendant  in  execution,  upon  which  a  levy  has  been 
made,  shall  be  forthcoming  for  f&at  purpose. 

The  bill  in  this  cade  states,  that  on  the  fourteenth  of  April, 
1837,  defendants  recovered  a  judgment  against  Matthew  D.  Pat- 
ton,  since  deceased,  for  eleven  thousand  eight  hundred  and  ninety 
dollars  eighty  nine  cents,  besides  costs.  Execution  issued,  and 
on  the  twelfth  of  September,  1837,  said  Patton,  Long,  and  one 
Bany  W.  Benson,  since  deceased,  signed  a  blank  forthcoming 
bond,  which  was  afterwards  filled  up  without  their  knowledge  or 
consent.  That  said  bond  was  conditioned  for  the  delivery  of  no 
specific  property,  and  was  afterwards  filled  up  by  the  deputy 
sherifiT  with  negroes,  purporting  to  be  Patton's  property,  some  of 
whom  were  included  in  a  mortgage  by  Patton,  and  others  had  no 
existence.  That  complainants  never  afterwards  assented  to  said 
bond.  The  bond  was  returned  on  the  second  of  October  forfeited. 
In  October,  1838,  complainants  moved  to  quash  an  execution 
-vfrhich  issued  on  said  bond  for  irregularities  on  its  face;  which 
motion  was  overruled,  and  the  case  taken  to  the  High  Court  of 
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Errors  and  Appeals:  John  A.  Grimball  was  taken  as  security.  At 
December  term,  1840,  of  said  High  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals, 
judgment  was  affirmed  against  all  the  complainants.  The  bill 
prays  for  a  perpetual  injunction,  and  general  relief. 

The  amended  bill  states,  that  the  complainants  were  ignorant 
of  the  fact,  at  the  time  of  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  this 
case,  that  a  large  number  of  the  slaves,  included  in  said  blank 
bond  as  filled  up,  were  not  in  existence.  That  they  afterwards 
ascertained  that  fact.  That  Benson  was  sent  down  to  Natchez  to 
attend  to  said  cajse,  and  that  he  took  sick  and  died;  and  that  in 
consequence  of  his  illness  he  failed  to  inform  their  counsel.  That 
said  bond  was  signed  in  blank:  this  fact  did  not  come  to  their 
knowledge  until  the  latter  part  of  the  year  1841. 

To  this  bill  and  the  amended  bill  the  defendants  filed  a  general 
demurrer,  upon  which  the  cause  was  set  down  for  hearing. 

John  B.  Forester  for  complainants. 

There  are  two  grounds  of  equity,  either  of  which  would  be  fatal 
to  this  bond.  The  one,  that  the  bond  was  signed  in  blank;  the 
other,  that  it  was  conditioned  for  the  delivery  of  negroes  not  in 
existence.  The  first  has  been  decided  by  this  and  the  supreme 
court,  and  it  is  useless  to  argue  it.  The  other  is  equally  valid,  as 
it  bound  the  complainants  to  deliver  property  that  was  not  in  ex- 
istence, and  therefore  was  an  obligation  that  it  was  impossible  to 
perform.  A  condition  in  an  obligation,  that  at  the  time  of  its  ex- 
ecution is  impossible  to  be  performed,  is  void.  3  Com.  Dig.  p.  96; 
Co.  Lit.  206;  1  Rol.  420,  421,  435;  3  Ser.  74. 

But  it  is  objected,  that  the  case  has  been  adjudicated  at  law. 
This  is  denied.  The  bill  shows  that  the  motion  to  quash,  in  the 
circuit  court  of  Adams,  was  made  for  irr^ularities  on  the  face  of 
the  bond  and  the  execution,  and  therefore  did  not  touch  the  merits 
of  the  case.  The  merits  of  the  case,  as  now  presented,  never 
have  been  passed  upon  by  any  court.  The  complainants  were 
sureties,  and  were  ignorant  of  the  fact  that  property  had  been  in- 
cluded in  the  bond,  and  they  bound  for  its  delivery,  that  had 
no  existence  until  after  the  judgment  of  the  high  court  in  the  case; 
it  was  therefore  impossible  for  them  to  avail  themselves  of  it.  Be- 
sides, they  believed  that  their  co-obligor,  Benson,  would  attend  to 
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it  and  give  all  necessary  information  to  their  counsel,  which  he 
was  prevented  from  doing  by  sickness  and  death. 

These  facts,  together  with  the  death  of  Patton,  the  principal, 
who  was  familiair  with  all  the  circmnstances,  and  the  distance  of 
their  residence  from  Natchez  where  the  judgment  was  obtained, 
bring  this  case  clearly  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  honorable 
court,  who  will  accordingly  look  into  the  merits  of  it 

The  depositions  filed  in  the  cause  fully  sustain  the  allegations 
of  the  bill. 

V.  E.  Howard  for  complainant. 

First.  This  court  has  decided  that,  inasmuch  as  the  defendant 
in  a  judgment  on  forfeited  forthcoming  bond  had  no  day  in  court, 
no  excuse  for  not  defending  at  law  need  be  alleged.  He  could 
not  make  the  motion  after  the  return  term  in  the  circuit  court. 

JSecond.  The  excuse  alleged  for  not  defending  at  law  is  ample. 
The  defence  was  prevented  by  the  sickness  of  one  of  the  defend- 
ants, who  was  the  agent  of  the  others  also.  2  Story's  Eq.  174-9; 
1  Cranch  336;  4  Call's  Rep.  279-5;  5  Call's  Rep.  279. 

Third.  The  newly  discovered  facts  are  sufficient  ground  for 
excusing  a  defence  at  law. 

Fourth.  There  is  no  ground  for  saying  that  the  matters  set  up 
in  the  bill  were  adjudicated  in  the  case  when  before  the  High 
Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals,  as  they  were  not  involved.  5  How. 
200.  The  very  point  must  appear  from  the  record  to  have  been 
passed  upon,  or  it  will  not  be  res  judicata.  4t  Conn.  Rep.  276; 
4  Day  432;  10  Wen.  80;  3  Wen.  27;  8  Wen.  9;  3  Phil.  Ev.  826; 
note,  587,  late  edition. 

Montgomery  &  Boyd  for  respondents. 

Chancery  will  not  relieve  against  a  judgment  at  law,  on  the 
ground  of  its  being  contrary  to  equity,  unless  the  defendant  in  the 
judgment  was  ignorant  of  the  fact  in  question  pending  the  suit, 
as  it  could  not  have  been  received  as  a  defence,  or  unless  he  was 
prevented  from  availing  himself  of  the  defence  by  fraud  or  acci- 
dent, or  the  act  of  the  opposite  party,  unmixed  with  any  negli- 
gence or  fault  on  his  part.  1  J.  C.  R.  Lansing  v,  Eddy,  51;  3  ib. 
Duncan  v.  Lyon,  351;  6  ibid.  Foster  v.  Wood,  87;  7  Cranch,  Ma- 
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rinc  Insurance  Company  v.  Hodgson,  336;  4  Munford,  Noland  v. 
Cromwell,  155;  3  Etess.  Winthrop  v.  Lane,  324-6;  5  Paige,  Nor- 
ton V.  Wood,  249;  1  Edw.  Loud  v.  Sergeant,  164. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  case  was  submitted  upon  a  general  demurrer  to  the  bill. 
The  complainants  show  that  they  became  the  sureties  of  M.  D. 
Patton,  deceased,  on  a  forthcoming  bond,  taken  under  a  judgment 
against  him,  in  favor  of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States.  They 
allege  that,  at  the  time  of  signing  and  delivering  the  bond,  the 
same  was  blank  in  its  most  material  parts;  that  there  was  no  de- 
signation of  any  property  to  be  delivered,  and  that  the  blank,  in 
this  particular,  was  afterwards  filled  up,  without  their  knowledge 
or  consent,  with  the  names  of  different  slaves,  which  did  not  be- 
long to  the  said  Patton,  and  had  no  real  existence. 

It  appears  that  a  motion  was  subsequently  made,  in  the  circuit 
court  of  Adams  county,  to  quash  the  bond  aforesaid  for  supposed 
defects,  apparent  upon  the  face  of  it.  That  motion  was  overruled, 
and  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  High  Court  of  Errors,  where  the 
judgment  below  was  affirmed,  and  this  proceeding  is  insisted  upon 
by  the  defendants  as  a  bar  to  any  relief  in  this  court,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  complainants  should  have  made  the  defence  in 
the  circuit  court  which  they  are  attempting  to  set  up  here. 

I  have  heretofore  held,  although  the  power  to  declare  a  bond 
void  might  be  one  of  which  a  court  of  law  has  concurrent  juris- 
diction, where  the  bond  is  sought  to  be  enforced  at  law,  yet,  as 
from  the  very  nature  of  the  proceeding  on  a  forthcoming  bond, 
the  obligors  could  have  no  day  in  that  court  to  question  its  validi- 
ty, that  this,  of  itself,  was  sufficient  to  give  this  court  jurisdiction, 
even  if  it  did  not  otherwise  exist.  Such  bond  is  taken  by  the 
sheriff  charged  with  the  execution,  and  the  condition  is  that  the 
obligors  will,  on  the  day  specified  for  that  purpose,  deliver  the 
property,  levied  on  by  the  execution,  to  the  officer,  to  be  sold.  If 
default  is  made,  the  statute  declares  that  the  bond  shall  have  "the 
force  and  effect  of  a  judgment,  and  thereupon  an  execution  may 
issue  against  all  the  obligors."  This  judgment  attaches,  in  vaca- 
tion, by  the  silent  operation  of  law,  without  the  active  sanction  of 
any  judicial  functionary,  and  becomes  complete  and  perfect  the 
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moment  that  a  forfeiture  of  the  condition  of  the  bond  takes  place. 
If,  then,  the  forfeiture  of  the  bond  has,  ipso  facto,  "the  force  and 
effect  of  a  judgment,"  and  is  then  returned  into  the  court  from 
which  the  execution  emanated,  upon  what  rule  of  pleading  or 
practice  can  the  obligors  be  heard  to  object,  in  that  court,  that  the 
bond  is  not  their  act  and  deed,  because  it  was  signed  and  deliver- 
ed in  blank?  That  question  was  foreclosed  the  moment  the  judg- 
ment took  effect.  The  bond  goes  into  that  court  clothed  with  all 
the  legal  attributes  of  a  judgment,  and  is  returned  there  simply 
that  an  execution  may  issue  upon  it.  All  inquiry  into  the  founda- 
tion of  this  statutory  judgment  would  seem  to  be  as  effectually 
foreclosed  in  that  tribunal  as  if  the  judgment  had  been  formally 
rendered  in  that  court;  for  the  legislature  has  declared  that  it  shall 
have  "the  same  force  and  effect." 

It  is  true  that  the  court  may  entertain  a  motion  to  quash  for 
errors  of  law  apparent  in  the  bond,  but  this  is  nothing  more  than 
the  supervisory  power  it  may  exercise  over  its  own  judgment,  by 
way  of  motion  in  arrest  thereof. 

What  is  "the  force  and  effect"  of  a  judgment,  upon  common 
law  principles?  One  of  its  most  obvious  and  salutary  effects  is, 
to  preclude  all  subsequent  inquiry  into  the  merits  or  validity  oif 
the  foundation  of  the  action  upon  which  it  was  rendered.  It 
would  not  be  pretended,  where  the  court  itself  rendered  a  judg- 
ment upon  a  common  law  or  other  bond,  that,  when  the  plaintiff 
calls  for  his  execution,  the  defendant  may  interpose,  as  an  objec- 
tion thereto,  a  plea  of  non  est  factum  to  the  bond,  and  ask  for  an 
issue  to  try  that  fact;  and  yet  it  would  be  difficult  to  find  any  dis- 
tinction in  principle  between  the  two  kinds  of  judgments. 

The  High  Court  of  Errors  have  repeatedly  recognized  a  forfeit- 
ed  forthcoming  bond  as  having  all  the  incidents  and  effect  of  a 
technical  judgment.  Indeed,  I  understand  the  cases  to  accord 
-with  the  views  I  have  here  expressed,  and  to  hold  that  you  can- 
not at  law  go  behind  the  judgment  on  the  bond  for  the  purpose  of 
inquiring  into  its  validity.  *  The  cases  of  Weathersby  v,  Proby,  1 
How.  98,  and  the  U.  S.  Bank  v.  Patton,  5  idem,  238,  doubtless 
hold  that  doctrine.  My  attention,  however,  has  been  called  to  a 
recent  decision  of  that  court,  in  which  the  right  of  the  circuit 
court  to  cause  an  issue  to  be  made  up  for  the  trial  of  the  validity 
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of  the  bond  after  it  had  become  a  judgment^  seems  to  be  sanc- 
tioned.   Such  is  the  case  of  Williams  v.  Cnitcher,  6  How.  71. 

It  would,  perhaps,  be  difficult  to  reconcile  the  principles  of  that 
decision  with  the  previous  adjudications  of  the  same  court ;  but 
that  is  not  my  province.  It  becomes  the  law  to  this  court,  and  it 
is  my  duty  to  follow  it  According  to  that  case,  the  circuit  court 
has  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  this  court,  for  the  purpose  of  try- 
ing the  validity  of  the  bond  upon  grounds  arising  anterior  to  its 
forfeiture.  It  follows  upon  familiar  principles,  that  which  ever  court 
first  takes  jurisdiction,  must  finally  decide  the  case.  In  Franco  v. 
Bolton,  3  Yes.  368,  a  bill  was  filed  to  have  a  bond  delivered  up, 
after  there  had  been  a  judgment  at  law  upon  it,  on  the  ground  that 
the  bond  was  void.  The  bill  was  dismissed  upon  demurrer,  the 
court  held  that  it  was  competent  for  the  complainant  to  have  plead- 
ed the  same  matter  at  law,  and  have  had  the  bond  declared  null 
and  void.  Although  the  authority  of  that  case  seems  to  have  been 
questioned  by  Lord  Eldon  in  the  case  of  Bromley  v.  Holland,  7 
Ves.  3,  yet  I  do  not  find  that  it  has  been  overruled.  The  case  of 
Gray  v,  Mathias,  5  Ves,  286,  seems  to  be  a  recognition  of  the  same 
doctrine.  As  then  the  complainants'  while  they  were  urging  their 
motion  to  quash  this  bond  in  the  circuit  court,  might  also  have 
insisted  upon  its  invalidity  by  reason  of  its  having  been  delivered 
in  blank,  I  must  hold  them  precluded  from  relief  here  as  to  that 
ground,  as  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  they  were  then  cognizant  of 
its  existence ;  and  they  show  no  sufficient  excuse  why  they  did  not 
make  it.  Tho  omission  of  their  agent  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
counsel  who  conducted  the  motion,  to  that  point,  constitutes  no 
excuse. 

There  is  another  ground,  however,  upon  which  I  think  the  de- 
murrer must  be  overruled.  It  is  distinctly  alleged  in  the  bill,  that 
the  bond  was  filled  up  with  the  name  of  slaves,  which  did  not  be- 
long to  the  defendant  in  execution ;  and  which  had  a  mere  ideal 
existence,  and  that  the  complainants  did  not  know  this  fact  until 
after  their  motion  to  quash,  nor  until  a  short  time  before  filing  this 
bill.  If  the  sheriff  by  combination  with  the  defendant  or  plaintiff 
in  execution,  and  without  the  knowledge  of  the  sureties,  inserted 
in  the  bond  a  designation  of  property  which  did  not  belong  to  the 
defendant,  or  which  had  only  a  fictitious  existence,  and  conse- 
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quently  could  not  be  delivered,  in  discharge  of  the  condition  of 
the  bond,  it  was  a  fraud  upon  the  sureties  which  entitles  them  to 
relief  in  this  court.  Such  a  bond  would  be  wholly  without  con- 
sideration as  to  the  sureties,  and  would  raise  no  obligation  on  their 
part,  legal  or  moral,  to  pay  it  The  validity  of  such  a  bond,  as  to 
the  sureties,  depends  upon  there  having  been  a  substantial  levy 
made  upon  actual,  tangible  property  of  the  defendant  in  execution, 
which  was  restored  to  him  upon  the  condition  that  it  should  be 
re-delivered  on  a  specified  day,  to  be  sold.  The  very  terms  and 
purposes  of  the  bond  distinctly  admit  the  right  to  deliver  the  pro- 
perty designated  in  discharge  of  such  bond ;  and  that  right  exists 
in  favor  of  the  surety,  if  he  can  peaceably  get  possession  of  the 
property.  But  how  is  the  property  to  be  delivered,  if  it  does  not 
belong  to  the  defendant  in  execution,  or  has  only  an  imaginary  ex- 
istence ?  Suppose  the  bond  were  sued  on  as  a  common  law  bond, 
the  breach  assigned,  would  necessarily  be  the  non-delivery  of  the 
property ;  can  it  be  doubted  that  the  sureties  might  plead  thereto 
the  non-existence  of  the  property,  and  the  fraud  practiced  upon 
them  in  that  particular  ?  I  think  not.  In  the  case  of  Lusk  v. 
Ramsey,  3  Munf.  Rep.  417,  the  court  decreed  a  perpetual  injunc- 
tion, at  the  instance  of  a  surety  on  a  forthcoming  bond,  upon  the 
ground  that  afterthe  execution  of  the  bond  the  property  was  seized 
upon  by  virtue  of  an  older  execution,  and  he  thus  deprived  of  the 
right  to  deliver  it. 

The  principles  of  that  case  are  every  way  applicable  to  the  one 
before  me.  It  recognises  the  position  that  the  surety  on  the  bond 
should  not  be  made  liable,  unless  the  property  was  liable  to  the 
execution.  What  injury  has  the  plaintiff  at  law  sustained,  if  it 
were  not  so  liable  ?  Which  could  not  be  the  case  if  the  property 
did  not  belong  to  the  defendant,  or  had  no  real  existence ;  it  could 
place  him  in  no  worse  situation.  It  was  not  the  policy  of  the  law 
to  enable  the  creditor  to  entrap  by  this  process,  innocent  third  per- 
sons, into  a  liability  for  his  insolvent  debtor.  The  spirit  of  the 
law  contemplates  that  the  creditor  shall  recover  nothing  more  from 
the  sureties,  than  he  might  have  recovered  from  the  principal  debt- 
or, if  he  had  been  allowed  to  proceed  with  his  levy  to  a  sale  of 
his  property.  The  obligation  of  the  sureties  is  not  that  they  will 
pay  the  debt ;  but  that  the  property  of  the  defendant  in  execution 
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upon  which  a  levy  has  been  made,  shall  be  forthcoming  for  that 
purpose.  In  the  case  of  Kennedy  v.  Coleman,  2  LittelPs  Rep.  7-8, 
in  a  proceeding  against  a  sheriff,  for  failing  to  return  an  execution ; 
although  at  law  he  was  liable  for  the  amount  of  the  execution, 
yet  it  was  held,  that  in  equity,  he  might  show  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  have  recovered  any  thing  from  the  defendant  in  execu- 
tion. 

I  see  no  reason  why  the  same  measure  of  justice  should  not  be 
extended  to  the  sureties,  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  this 
bill.  The  case  is  altogether  analogous  in  principle.  I  am  accord- 
ingly of  opinion  that  die  demurrer  be  overruled,  and  that  the  de- 
fiSndant  have  leave  to  answer. 
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The  cashier  of  a  bank  ia  not  neceasarilj  one  of  the  corporaton,  and  is  not  therefore  a 
defendant  to  a  bill  against  the  bank,  unless  made  so  by  the  bill 

An  injunction  will  not  be  dissohed  upon  the  answer  of  a  person  who  is  not  a  party  to 
the  bill 

Where  a  bank  answered  a  bill  under  its  corporate  seal,  and  the  cashier  of  the  bank 
made  affidavit  that  the  statements  of  the  bill  were  <*true  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge 
smd  beliej^"  without  stating  that  he  had  any  knowledge  of  the  facts  set  forth  in  the 
answer — ^held,  that  the  answer  was  not  evidence  against  the  positive  averments  of 
thebilL 

The  denials  of  an  answer,  made  on  information  and  belief,  are  not  sufficient  to  dis- 
prove positive  allegations  in  a  bill,  especially  when  the  equity  of  the  bill  is  not  charged 
to  be  in  the  knowledge  or  information  of  the  defendant 

Messrs.  Briggs  for  complainant. 
MoNTGOMERir  &  BoYD  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  is  a  motion  to  dissolve  the  injmiction  granted,  in  vacation, 
upon  the  answer  of  the  Planters'  Bank.  The  equity  of  the  com- 
plainant's bill  rests  upon  the  allegation  that  the  forthcoming  bond 
upon  which  the  execution  issued  is  not  his  act  and  deed,  but  was 
signed  by  some  person  for  him,  without  his  authority  or  consent. 
The  answer  is  made  by  the  bank  under  their  corporate  seal,  and 
affidavit  is  made  on  the  answer  by  H.  D.  Mandeville,  who  is  stated 
to  be  the  cashier  of  the  bank,  in  which  he  swears  that  the  state- 
ments of  the  answer  ''are  true  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  and 
belief,"  without  stating  that  he  has  any  knowledge  of  the  facts 
therein  set  forth.  Can  this  be  regarded  as  proof  against  the  state- 
ments of  the  bill?  The  cashier  of  a  bank  is  not  necessarily  one 
of  the  corporators,  and  is  not  therefore  a  defendant  to  the  bill.  Is 
there  any  instance  where  an  injunction  has  been  dissolved  upon 
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the  affidavit  or  answer  of  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  bill?  I  think 
not.  I  find  that  the  contrary  has  been  expressly  adjudged.  In 
the  case  of  Thompson  v.  Alien,  2  Hayw.  R.  151,  it  was  held  that 
an  injunction  will  not  be  dissolved  upon  the  affidavit  of  one  not 
a  party,  nor  upon  the  answer  of  one  yrho  is  not  a  defendant  to  the 
bill.  It  is  the  defendant  in  a  bill  who  is  to  be  afifected  by  its 
charges,  and  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  have  from  him  a  dis- 
tinct answer  upon  all  the  grounds  on  which  he  seeks  to  charge 
him.  No  one  can  undertake  to  answer  for  the  defendant.  But 
admitting  that  I  Can  notice  the  answer  as  the  answer  of  the  bank, 
yet  its  statements  are  not  sufficient  to  dissolve  the  injunction.  As 
to  the  material  allegations  of  the  bill,  the  answer  professes  to  be 
made  upon  information  and  belief,  and  upon  that  the  denials  of 
the  answer  are  based.  This  is  not  sufficient  to  disprove  the  posi- 
tive allegations  of  the  bill,  and  especially  where  the  equity  of  the 
bill  is  not  charged  to  be  in  the  knowledge  or  information  of  the 
defendant.  Rogers  v.  Rogers,  1  Paige,  426;  idem,  411.  The 
positiveness  of  the  denial  of  the  answer  cannot  vary  its  character, 
where  it  is  apparent  that  the  defendant  could  not  have  been  per- 
sonally cognizant  of  the  fistcts  charged. 
Let  the  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  be  overruled. 
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Olttk  told  McLaaghfin  goods  to  the  amount  of  five  hondrad  doUan,  and  took 
McLaogUin's  note  for  the  amount,  with  the  nnderBtanding  that  Clark  should 
xeceiTe  of  McLaughlin  cash  notes  in  payment  of  the  same.  Clark  placed  the  note 
for  five  hundred  dollars  in  the  hands  of  one  Neill,  an  attorney,  for  collection,  who 
brought  suit  on  the  same.  McLaughlin  placed  notes  in  the  hands  of  NeiU  for  col- 
lection, and  took  a  receipt  from  Neill  stating  that  the  proceeds  of  said  notes,  when 
collected,  should  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  McLaughlin's  note  to  Claik,  on 
which  suit  was  then  pending.  Judgment  was  obtained  qn  the  note  in  fiiTor  of 
Clark,  and  execution  issued.  Neill,  the  attorney,  collected  #260  of  the  notes  left 
with  him  to  be  appUed  to  the  payment  of  Clark's  note,  and  carried  the  same  with 
him  to  Texas,  Before  the  judgment  was  obtained,  Clark  wrote  a  letter  to  Neill, 
instructing  him  to  ''withdraw  a  suit  of  him  the  said  Clark  against  the  said 
McLaughlin,  and  to  receive  the  claims  which  McLaughlin  had  proposed  to  give  him 
to  be  collected  for  the  use  of  Clark."  Held  by  the  court,  that  this  state  of  fiiu^ts  was 
not  sufficient  to  enjoin  the  collection  of  the  judgment  against  McLaughlin,  as  the 
letter  identified  no  particular  suit,  and  the  default  of  Neill,  the  attorney,  was  not 
the  act  of  Clark,  but  of  McLaughlin's  own  agent 

William  Thompson  for  complainant. 

The  deposition  of  Rainey  disproves  the  answer  of  Clark  where- 
in he  states  he  never  agreed  that  Neill,  the  attorney  for  him  in 
prosecuting  the  suit  against  McLaughlin,  should  receive  claims  to 
collect  for  him.  The  witness  proves  that  he  did  send  such  writ- 
ten authority  by  him  to  Neill,  and  instructed  him  to  dismiss  the 
suit  against  McLaughlin,  and  receive  the  claims  and  collect  them 
for  his  (Clark's)  use. 

We  contend,  then,  that  Clark  should  be  the  loser  by  the  attor- 
ney's default  in  carrying  off  the  money  he  had  collected,  and  the 
claims  placed  in  his  hands  which  were  not  collected,  and  that  an 
account  should  be  ordered. 

"William  Yerger  for  respondent. 

This  question  is  exceedingly  simple  and  plain.    If  complain- 
ant, from  his  own  showing,  did  not  hand  the  notes  to  Neill  before 
Vol.1— 33 
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court,  the  suit  was  not  to  be  dismissed;  therefore  as  he  does  not 
allege  that  he  gave  the  notes  to  Neill  before  court,  he  cannot  com- 
plain of  the  judgment. 

The  answer  sets  up  another  ground:  that  McLaughlin  put  the 
claims  in  the  hands  of  Neill,  took  the  receipt  of  Neill,  and  held 
it  and  still  holds  it;  that  he  never  furnished  to  him  (Clark)  the 
means  to  investigate  the  matter,  to  call  upon  Neill  for  a  settlement, 
to  ascertain  what  had  been  collected  or  what  could  be.  MclAUgh- 
lin,  by  holding  the  receipt  in  his  own  hands,  kept  Clark  in  utter 
ignorance.  He  did  not  know  what  claims  had  been  placed  in  the 
hands  of  Neill,  if  any;  he  could  not  apply  to  a  single  debtor,  nor 
had  he  any  means  to  find  out  who  the  claims  were  on  until  this 
bill  was  filed.  Complainant  allies  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars 
was  paid  to  Neill.  He  might  as  well  have  said  the  whole  was 
paid.  He  has  no  proof  that  a  cent  was  paid.  Clark  was  utterly 
ignorant  upon  the  subject,  and  has  said  nothing  about  it.  But  if 
any  thing  was  paid,  why  did  not  McLaughlin  have  it  settled  and 
applied,  or  give  to  Clark  the  means  to  call  upon  Neill? 

The  case  presents  these  points — 

1.  Complainant  cannot  complain  of  the  judgment,  as  he  does 
not  allege  that  he  handed  over  the  notes  to  Neill  before  court  If 
he  did  he  could  not  be  relieved  against  it  without  paying  what 
is  due. 

2.  Clark  was  to  give  credit  for  nothing  but  what  was  actually 
collected,  and  there  is  no  proof  that  anything  was  collected.  The 
allegation  that  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  was  collected,  is  an 
admission  that  the  balance  was  not;  so  there  is  no  dispute  about 
the  balance.    See  exhibit  B.  in  the  bill. 

3.  McLaughlin  held  the  receipt  of  Neill;  he  alone  could  have 
called  upon  Neill  or  upon  the  debtors  in  exhibit  B. ;  fitiled  to  do 
so;  does  not  pretend  that  he  furnished  to  Clark  any  information, 
even  so  much  as  that  he  had  put  any  claims  in  the  hands  of  Neill. 
It  would  be  a  gross  fraud  in  McLaughlin  to  throw  this  loss  upon 
Clark,  withholding  from  him,  as  he  did,  the  means  to  help  himself, 
and  all  information.  And  as  to  the  claims  which  the  bill  admits 
are  uncollected,  McLaughlin  controls  them.  He  still  holds  the 
receipt  and  can  cancel  it.  Clark  has  no  authority  to  call  upon  the 
debtors. 
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The  Chancellor. 

The  complainant  was  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  the  sum  of 
five  hundred  and  sixty  dollars,  and  was  to  give  the  defendant 
notes  on  third  persons,  to  be  collected  and  applied  to  the  discharge 
of  such  indebtedness.  The  defendant  sued  on  the  original  agree- 
ment, and  obtained  a  judgment,  which  this  bill  is  filed  to  injoin, 
upon  three  grounds. 

First.  That  the  complainant,  by  agreement,  placed  in  the  hands 
of  one  Neill,  as  the  attorney  of  Clark,  other  notes,  which  were 
collected  in  part  by  Neill,  who  fled  the  country,  carrying  the 
money  so  collected  with  him. 

Second.  That  Neill,  as  the  attorney  of  Clark,  deceived  him,  by 
taking  a  judgment  against  him  contrary  to  his  promise. 

Third.  That  Clark  wrote  a  letter  to  Neill,  instructing  him  to 
dismiss  the  suit  against  the  complainant,  and  to  receive  notes  from 
him,  and  collect  them  for  his  (Clark's)  use. 

All  these  allegations  are  flktly  denied  by  the  answer,  which 
says,  that  if  any  claims  were  placed  in  Neill's  hands  by  the  com- 
plainant, (which  is  denied,)  that  it  was  purely  an  arrangement  be- 
tween Neill  and  complainant,  with  which  the  defendant  had 
nothing  to  do. 

The  deposition  of  Rainey,  the  only  witness,  is  altogether  too 
-vague  and  indefinite  to  overrule  the  positive  denials  of  the  answer. 
It  ^will  apply  about  as  well  to  one  case  as  another.  There  is 
nothing  in  it  to  show  that  the  transaction  to  which  the  witness 
refers  is  the  one  under  consideration.  But  giving  to  it  its  fullest 
weight,  it  falls  far  short  of  sustaining  the  complainant's  bill.  He 
states  that  he  carried  a  letter  from  Clark  to  Neill,  instructing 
Neill  to  dismiss  a  suit  which  Clark  had  brought  against  the  com- 
plainant, and  to  receive  from  the  complainant  the  claims  he  had 
proposed  to  give,  and  to  collect  them  for  his  (Clark's)  use.  What 
suit  was  to  be  dismissed?  It  is  not  described  by  date,  sum,  or 
other  designation.  What  claims  were  to  be  received?  Upon 
whom?  For  what  sums?  But  suppose  it  to  be  sufiGiciently  defi- 
nite to  apply  to  this  transaction,  it  proves  nothing  more  than  a 
mere  proposition  on  the  part  of  the  complainant  to  let  the  defend- 
ant have  certain  claims.  Were  such  claims  ever  delivered  to  the 
defendant  or  his  agent?    There  is  no  proof  to  that  point.    It  is 
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true  there  is  a  paper  purportiiig  to  be  the  receipt  of  Neill,  of  cer- 
tain claims  to  be  collected  for  Clark's  use,  exhibited  with  the  bill; 
but  it  is  not  only  not  provedi  but  its  genuineness  is  denied  by  the 
answer. 

Let  the  injunction  be  dissolved,  and  complainant's  bill  dismissed 
at  his  cost. 


OP  CHANCERY.  389 


Wm.  Speight's  Executor  v.  A.  Brock  et  al. 


71w  maker  of  a  promiswiy  nota  was  garnUhaed  by  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  payee, 
and  the  maker  answered  the  garnishment  by  saying  that  he  was  indebted  to  the 
payee  of  the  note  to  the  amount  of  ^00.  On  this  answer  judgment  was  rendered 
against  the  maker  of  thenoto  in  favor  of  the  judgment  creditor  of  the  payee  for 
that  amount  Previous  to  the  service  of  the  garnishment,  the  payee  of  the  note, 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  maker,  had  transfinrred  the  same  to  a  third  party,  who 
brought  suit  and  obtain^^  a  judgment  for  the  amount  thereof  being  |400,  no  defence 
being  made  at  law.  Held  by  the  court,  that  the  transfer  of  the  note  gave  the  holder 
ao  absolute  right  to  its  proceeds,  and  that  no  subsequent  act  of  the  maker  could  di- 
▼est  that  right 

The  bill  in  this  case  charges  that  the  testator,  Green  Speight, 
became  indebted  by  note  to  one  Irwin  C.  Wadlington,  in  the  sum 
of  $500  for  the  hire  of  negroes,  due  the  1st  January,  1838.  That 
previous  to  the  maturity  of  the  note,  Wadlington  left  the  State  of 
Mississippi.  In  the  mean  time,  one  of  the  negroes  became  sick, 
and  the  testator  nursed  and  furnished  medicine,  &c.  for  said  slave 
for  about  one  year,  which  together  with  the  physician's  bill  was 
worth  $100,  which  the  testator  in  his  lifetime  always  claimed  as 
an  off-sett  to  said  note. 

That  one  Thomas  Davis,  in  the  Madison  circuit  court,  having 
obtained  a  judgment  against  the  said  Wadlington,  an  execution  is- 
sued which  was  returned  nulla  bona ;  and  upon  the  affidavit  of 
the  attorney  that  Wadlington  had  no  effects  out  of  which  to  dis- 
charge said  judgment,  suggesting  that  the  testator  was  indebted  to 
him,  a  writ  of  garnishment  issued,  commanding  said  testator  to 
answer,  &c.  which  summons  was  executed  or  service  thereof  ac- 
cepted by  said  testator  on  the  27th  of  October,  1838 ;  and  that  at 
the  November  term  of  said  court,  a  judgment  nisi  was  taken  for 
want  of  an  answer ;  and  shortly  after,  on  the  death  of  the  testator, 
a  scire  facias  issued  against  complainant,  as  executor,  who  an- 
swered that  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  garnishment  on  the 
testator  he  was  indebted  to  said  Wadlington  $400,  upon  which 

33» 
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judgment  was  rendered  against  complainant  at  the  January  special 
term  of  said  court  1840,  and  upon  which  execution  issued; 
that  he  answered  according  to  the  facts  stated  to  him  by  the  testa- 
tor, to  wit,  that  he  was  indebted  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the 
garnishment,  and  at  that  time  had  no  notice  of  the  transfer  of  said 
note ;  that  at  the  fall  term  1839,  the  defendant,  Alfred  Brock,  in- 
stituted a  suit  against  complainant  on  said  note  as  assignee  of  said 
Wadlington  and  obtained  judgment  by  default  against  him  for  the 
fiill  amount  of  said  note.  That  he  spoke  to  counsel  to  defend 
said  suit,  but  that  failing  to  give  him  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  he 
could  not  find  the  case  on  the  docket,  and  so  informed  complain- 
ant, but  too  late  to  plead.  He  makes  said  Brock,  Davis  and  Wad- 
lington defendants ;  prays  an  injunction,  &c.  until  the  chancellor 
determines  to  whom  he  owes  the  money.  The  bill  was  filed  on 
the  22d  of  August,  1840.  Complainant  has  taken  no  order  of  pub- 
lication against  Wadlington,  who  he  alleges  to  be  a  non-resident. 
A  subpcBua  issued  against  Brock,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Hinds 
county,  returnable  to  December  term,  1840,  which  was  returned 
not  found.  One  also  issued  against  Davis,  directed  to  the  sheriff 
of  Madison,  which  he  returned  also  not  found.  Another  issued 
against  all  the  defendants,  returnable  to  July  term,  1841,  which 
was  returned  not  found ;  after  which  no  step  was  taken  up  to  the 
3d  January,  1843,  when  defendant.  Brock,  by  his  counsel  moved  to 
dissolve  the  injunction  granted  by  the  circuit  judge,  restraining 
him  from  the  collection  of  his  judgment. 

George  Calhoun  for  the  motion. 

The  records  referred  to  in  the  bill  are  not  filed,  and  it  does  not 
appear  from  any  allegation  of  the  bill,  that  the  summons  as  a  gar- 
nishee issued  against  the  complainants'  testator,  before  the  date  of 
the  assignment  of  the  note  to  Brock.  The  assignee  holds  a  note 
free  from  garnishments  issued  after  the  date  of  the  assignment,  as 
has  been  decided  by  the  supreme  court  of  this  state. 

Complainants'  remedy,  if  any,  was  by  defence  .at  law.  The 
complainant  has  not  used  proper  diligence  in  preparing  his  cause. 

The  bill  shows  no  equity  against  Brock,  for  whom  this  motiou 
is  made. 
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The  Chancellor, 

The  substance  of  this  case  is,  that  the  complainant  was  indebt- 
ed to  one  Wadlington,  by  promissory  note ;  that  a  judgment  credi- 
tor of  Wadlington  sued  out  process  of  garnishment  against  him 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  upon  that  subject,  to 
which  he  answered,  admitting  himself  indebted  to  Wadlington ; 
upon  which  a  judgment  was  entered  in  favor  of  such  creditor. 
That  at  the  time  of  such  answer  he  had  no  notice  that  the  note 
had  been  transferred  by  Wadlington  to  a  third  person.  That  sub- 
sequent to  this  time  the  defendant  Brock,  as  the  holder  of  said  note, 
instituted  suit  thereon,  and  recovered  judgment  by  default.  That 
he  spoke  to  counsel  to  defend  this  latter  case,  but  did  not  give  him 
the  name  of  it,  and  that  a  judgment  consequently  passed  by  de- 
fault. I  infer  from  the  bill,  although  it  is  not  expressly  so  stated, 
that  the  note  had  been  transferred  before  service  of  the  garnish- 
ment ;  if  this  be  so,  he  is  clearly  bound  to  pay  the  proceeds  of  the 
note  to  the  holder,  although  he  had  no  notice  of  its  transfer,  at  the 
time  of  service  of  the  garnishment.  The  transfer  of  the  note  gave 
the  holder  an  absolute  right  to  its  proceeds,  and  no  subsequent  act 
of  the  maker  could  divest  that  right  From  the  moment  of  the 
transfer,  the  maker  became  the  debtor  of  the  holder,  and  liable  to 
him  alone  for  the  payment  of  the  note.  Oldham  v.  Ledbetter,  1 
How.  Rep.  43.  If  such  be  the  true  state  of  the  case,  there  is  no 
ground  whatever  for  an  injunction  or  interpleader  as  against  the  de- 
fendant Brock.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  note  remained  the  pro- 
perty of  Wadlington  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  process  of 
garnishment  upon  the  complainant's  testator,  then  the  judgment 
upon  that  process  was  a  clear  defence  at  law,  against  any  subse- 
quent suit  upon  the  note,  and  the  complainant  shows  no  legal  ex- 
cuse, nor  indeed  any  excuse,  why  he  did  not  make  that  defence. 
The  statement  in  the  bill,  that  he  did  not  give  his  counsel  the 
name  of  the  suit,  so  far  from  constituting  that  active  diligence 
which  the  law  requires,  shows  a  high  degree  of  indifference  and 
gross  neglect.  The  injunction  as  to  Brock  must  be  dissolved, 
without  damages. 
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A  payment  of  an  execution  to  a  aheriff  in  bank  notea,  which  are  at  par  at  the  time 
and  place  of  payment,  union  objected  to  by  the  plaintiff  in  execution,  is  a  full  and 
complete  diichaige  of  the  defendant  in  the  execution,  whatOTer  may  be  the  8ubea> 
^ent  depreciation  of  such  bank  notes.  If  the  bank  notes  are  notat  par,  their  pay- 
ment to  a  sheriff  is  no  satisfaction  of  the  execotion  to  which  they  are  applied,  un- 
less expressly  assented  to  by  the  plaintiff  in  execution. 

Although  the  sheriff  is,  in  a  qualified  sense,  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  in  execution » 
yet  he  is  also  the  agent  of  the  law,  which  points  out  his  duty  and  limits  and  definea 
his  power ;  the  execution  is  his  wanant  of  authority,  and  that  restricts  his  agency 
to  the  receipt  of  money  alone,  or  convertible  bank  paper :  he  has  no  discretion  to 
substitute  any  thing  else  in  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff's  claim. 

It  has  been  expressly  decided,  that  an  attorney,  as  such,  has  no  authority  to  receive 
bank  paper  not  at  par,  and  that  his  receipt  therefor  would  not  discharge  the  defend- 
ant in  execution. 

Where  a  judgment  was  obtained,  and  before  the  court  adjourned  one  of  the  defend- 
ants applied  to  the  clerk  and  had  an  execution  issued  and  placed  in  the  hands  of 
the  sheri£(  and  then  immediately  paid  the  same  in  bank  notes  which  were  received 
ordinarily  at  par,  but  about  which  there  was  great  distrust  in  the  public  mind,  and 
which  shortly  after  became  greatly  depreciated ;  held  by  the  court,  that  the  issuance 
of  the  execution  at  the  instigation  of  the  defendant  was  a  fraud  on  the  plaiutil^ 
and  conferred  no  authority  on  the  sheriff  to  receive  the  money  called  for,  so  as  to 
bind  the  plaintiff  in  execution,  and  that  the  payment  of  said  notea  under  such  ci^ 
comstances^  was  no  satis&ction  of  the  execution. 

As  a  general  rule,  no  one  but  the  plaintiff,  or  his  attorney  of  record,  has  the  right  to 
fue  out  and  control  an  execution. 

Daiendanti  in  equity  cannot  question  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  after  filing  a  gcnersl 
rtothebili. 


The  complainant  chaises  that  he,  on  the  14th  of  May,  1838, 
recovered  two  judgments  against  the  defendant,  Brown,  on  two 
acceptances  of  bills  of  exchange,  one  for  three  thousand  one  hun- 
dred and  fifty-eight  dollars,  the  other  for  three  thousand  six  hun- 
dred and  twenty-two  dollars;  that  the  currency  of  Mississippi,  and 
particularly  nqtes  of  the  Brandon  Bank,  were  then  much  depieci- 
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ated,  and  notes  of  said  bank  were  rapidly  declining  in  value,  and 
shortly  thereafter  became  of  no  value  whatever;  and  their  attorney 
instructed  S.  M.  Flournoy,  then  sheriff  of  Madison  county,  not 
to  receive  said  notes:  that  Brown  was  known  to  be  rich,  and 
they  preferred  the  judgments  against  him  to  the  notes  of  the  bank. 
That  by  a  fraudulent  agreement  between  Brown,  Floumoy,  and 
Meek,  application  was  made  to  the  clerk  of  the  court  before  its  ad- 
journment, and  without  notice  to  the  complainants'  attorney,  to 
issue  executions  on  the  judgments  before  mentioned,  and  four 
days  after  the  judgments  were  rendered,  to  wit,  on  18th  Mayi 
and  that  executions  [were  issued  in  a  secret  manner,  concealing 
the  same  from  the  court  and  attorneys,  and  on  the  same  day 
Flournoy  entered  on  the  executions  that  the  amouiit  was  reoeiv^ 
in  Brandon  money,  and  so  returned  the  executioQs  satisfied.  The 
bill  then  contains  many  charges  deemed  useless  to  abstract  in  the 
present  case,  but  alleges  in  substance,  that  the  whole  was  a  firaudu* 
lent  arrangement  by  defendants  to  ddraud  him  of  his  money;  that 
Brown  paid  nothing,  and  he  has  received  nothing,  and  that  judgt 
of  court  of  law  refused  leave  to  amend  return  of  satisfied  so  as  to 
enable  him  to  enforce  judgment. 

Brown  denies  fraud;  states  that  he  was  but  the  accommodatioii 
acceptor  for  Joseph  Meek;  that  being  sued,  he  applied  to  Jesse 
Meek,  the  defendant,  who  was  administrator  of  Jos.  Meek,  then 
deceased,  to  pay  the  debts;  that  Jesse  Meek  told*him  he  had  done 
so,  but  how  it  was  paid  he  did  not  know;  that  he  hi^iself  paid 
nothing  but  costs  of  the  suit 

Meek  admits  that  he  himself  applied  and  had  the  execution^ 
issued,  placed  them  in  hands  of  sheriff  and  paid  them  in  K^andon 
Bank  notes,  which  he  says  were  passing  current,  and  constituted 
the  greater  part  of  circulating  medium.  That  he  sued  out  execu-* 
tion  because  sheriff's  receipt  would  be  a  voucher,  &c. 

Floumoy  denies  that  he  was  instructed  to  receive  nothing  but 
good  money,  or  indeed  that  he  had  any  instructions;  admits  that 
he  received  Brandon  money  of  Meek,  and  alleges  that  it  was  com- 
mon to  receive  it  on  executions,  and  was  not  at  a  greater  deprecia- 
tion  than  ten  per  cent. 

There  is  no  proo£ 
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J.  Mayes  and  Clifton  for  complainants. 

First.  It  appears  from  bill  and  answers,  that  Brown,  the  judg- 
ment debtor,  has  paid  nothing;  and  that  the  complainants,  the 
judgment  creditor,  has  received  nothing. 

Second.  That  this  state  of  things  has  been  produced  by  Jesse 
Meek,  who  caused  execution  to  issue,  and  made  the  payment  in 
Brandon  money. 

Third.  That  the  court  of  law  has  decided  that  Brown  has  a  le- 
gal  discharge  by  this  proceeding,  as  leave  was  refused  to  amend 
aheriff 's  return  under  the  state  of  case. 

Fourth.  There  is  no  proof  that  Brown  was  accommodation  ac- 
ceptor, and  if  he  was,  complainants  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
relations  between  him  and  Meek.  He,  as  the  acceptor,  was  their 
debtor;  and  whether  it  was  an  acceptance  with  or  without  funds, 
they  of  course  knew  not,  cared  not,  and  had  nothing  in  law  or  in 
conscience  to  do  with  that 

These  points  are  then  submitted  and  relied  on  before  the  chaii- 
eellor. 

First.  That  although  the  chancellor  may  be  of  opinion  that  the 
law  judge  decided  the  law  erroneously  in  refusing  leave  to  amend 
the  sheriff's  return,  he  will  take  the  law  to  be  as  Meek  and  Brown 
contended  it  was,  and  as  the  judge  of  law  decided  it  was.  The 
chancellor  will  not  permit  them  ^'to  blow  hot  and  cold  with  the 
same  breath"  to  repel  us  at  law,  by  saying  this  is  a  legal  discharge, 
and  you  cannot  have  the  sheriff's  return  amended;  and  then,  hav- 
ing had  it  decided  so  to  be,  again  repel  us  in  equity  by  saying  the 
sheriff's  return  is  no  discharge,  and  you  should  proceed  at  law  to 
sue  out  execution,  and  not  in  equity,  there  being  no  need  for  the 
action  of  this  court  Besides,  the  chancellor,  when  a  mere  1^ 
question  arises  in  chancery  proceedings,  usually  and  properly  re- 
fers that  question  to  the  law  judge,  and  is  governed  by  his  de- 
cisionS|  even  where  the  chancellor  knows  the  law  judge  has  de- 
cided erroneously:  for  this  plain  reason,  one  is  constituted  to  de- 
cide questions  of  law,  and  they  are  within  his  competency,  and  his 
commission  extends  not  to  matters  of  equity;  the  other  is  consti- 
tuted to  decide  questions  of  equity,  and  his  competency  extends 
not  to  mere  questions  of  law.  If  die  chancellor  will  not  take  it 
that  the  law  judge  determines  the  law  right,  it  comes  to  this — 
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that  if  the  law  judge  says  he  has  no  power  to  redress  my  wrong, 
I  and  therefore  dismisses  me,  and  the  chancellor  says  that  the  power 

^  exists  in  the  law  judge  to  redress  my  wrong,  and  therefore  I  must 

not  or  need  not  apply  to  him,  but  must  go  to  the  law  judge,  I  lose 
»  all  redress. 

in  On  this  point  I  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  as  contending  that 

the  plainti^  had  not  full  remedy  at  law,  if  the  law  was  rightly 
le  understood  by  the  court  of  law;  but  Tcontend  that  if  the  defend- 

V  ants,  in  a  court  of  law,  successfully  rely  that  the  court  of  law 

cannot  correct  the  wrong,  and  the  court  of  law  so  decide,  that  a 
[  court  of  equity  will  not  hear  them,  when  there  they  ui^  that  the 

i  legal  question  was  at  law  decided  wrong,  that  they  have  taken 

their  ground,  and  have  been  sustained  in  it,  and  that  under  these 
s  circumstances  in  this  case  the  law  is  res  adjudicata,  and  conclu- 

Q  sive  on  them. 

Nor  can  they  say  that  the  decision  of  the  law  judge,  if  wrong, 

was  subject  to  reversal. 

1.  Because  this  court  cannot  judicially  know  what  the  law  is, 
except  so  &r  as  it  is  necessary  to  know  the  law  in  order  to  keep 
up  the  boundary  between  law  and  equity;  and  in  this  case  the 
law  has  been  adjudged  by  the  only  tribunal  to  which  this  court 
could  refer  a  legal  question,  for  the  court  of  appeals  have  only 
appellate  jurisdiction. 

2.  We  referred  the  legal  question  to  the  court  of  law,  they  also 
referred  it  to  that  court;  by  it  the  question  was  decided  for  them; 
we  submit,  and  they,  of  course,  cannot  complain. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  is  contended  that  the  conscience 
of  Jesse  Meek,  who,  without  authority  and  as  a  mere  intermed- 
dler,  sued  out  execution,  paid  the  Brandon  paper,  and  procured 
the  return  to  be  made,  is  concerned,  and  that  he  should  be  decreed 
to  pay  the  money,  as  by  his  fraud  we  lose  it  at  law;  and  that 
Brown,  by  his  subsequent  assent,  and  setting  up  this  fraudulent 
act  of  Meek  to  prevent  our  proceeding  at  law,  should  also  be  de- 
creed to  pay  the  money:  he  became  a  party  to  Meek's  act  by  sub- 
sequent assent. 

Anderson,  Brien  and  Hughes  for  respondents. 

The  sheriff  is  agent  for  both  parties.    2  Cowan,  139;  4  lb.  422. 
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The  Chancellor. 

The  principal  question  made  by  counsel  in  this  case  is,  whether 
the  satisfaction  which  was  entered  upon  the  execution  on  the 
judgment  at  law,  is  binding  upon  the  complainants,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances disclosed  in  the  pleadings  and  proof.    The  counsel 
for  the  defendant  insist  that  the  only  question  is,  whether  a  pay- 
ment made  in  bank  notes  which  constituted  the  general  currency 
of  the  country  is  not  a  legal  satisfaction  of  the  execution.    A 
proper  solution  of  this  question  must  depend  upon  the  further  fact 
whether  the  bank  paper  so  paid  was  at  par  at  the  time  and  place 
of  payment,  and  whether  the  plaintiff  in  execution  objected  at  that 
time  or  previously  to  that  mode  of  satisfaction.    I  am  not  fully 
satisfied  from  the  facts  in  the  case,  whether  the  notes  of  the  Bran- 
don Bank  were  or  were  not  at  par  at  the  time  when  they  were 
paid  over  to  the  sheriff,  on  the  complainant's  execution.    The 
answer  of  sheriff  Floumoy,  against  whom  no  relief  is  asked,  says 
the  notes  of  the  bank  were  not  at  a  greater  discount  than  ten  per 
cent.    The  answers  of  the  other  defendants  say  that  the  paper  of 
that  bank  circulated  generally,  and  was  generally  received  at  par. 
The  witnesses  in  the  case  speak  to  the  same  effect;  none  of  them 
affirm  that  the  paper  was  at  par,  but  that  it  was  generally  received 
at  par  by  the  sheriff  and  others.    Bank  paper,  in  the  absence  of  a 
better  currency,  frequently  has  a  local  circulation  at  par  when  it 
is  in  fact  ten  or  fifteen  per  cent  short  of  par  value.    I  do  not  think 
therefore  that  the  question  raised  by  counsel  properly  arises  from 
the  facts  in  the  case.    If  it  were  fairly  presented  I  should  have  no 
difficulty  in  declaring  that  where  a  defendant  in  execution,  in  good 
faith,  made  a  payment  in  bank  notes  which  were  at  par  at  the 
time  and  place  of  payment,  and  the  receipt  of  which  was  not 
objected  to  by  the  plaintiff  in  execution,  such  pa3nnent  would  con- 
stitute a  full  and  complete  discharge  to  the  defendant,  whatever 
might  be  the  subsequent  depreciation  of  such  notes.    And  where 
a  sheriffhaving  an  execution  in  his  hands,  receives  bank  paper 
under  like  circumstances,  he  will  be  regarded  as  the  agent  of  the 
execution  creditor,  to  the  extent  of  nodbdng  such  receipt  amount 
to  a  satisfaction  of  the  execution  and  discharge  of  the  defendant. 
It  is  a  matter  of  public  history  that  the  legislature  of  this  stote 
has  created  various  banks  with  capacity  to  issue  paper  intended 


OF  CHANCERY.  397 

Oigood  &  C<K  «.  Brown,  Meeks  and  Floomoy. 

to  serve  as  a  circulating  medium.    The  usages  of  trade  and  the 
general  sanction  of  society  have  invested  this  paper  with  the  attri- 
butes of  money.    It  has  by  common  consent  constituted  the  cur- 
rency of  the  country,  and  has  been  generally  received  in  lieu  of 
the  precious  metals.    To  this  imiversal  usage  the  assent  of  a  judg- 
ment creditor  would  be  presumed,  unless  his  dissent  was  expressly 
made  known.    If,  however,  the  bank  paper  was  not  actually  at 
par  at  the  time  and  place  of  payment,  it  then  ceased  to  be  the 
true  representative  of  money,  and  no  forced  custom  nor  usage  to 
receive  it  at  par,  nor  any  thing  short  of  the  express  assent  of  the 
judgment  creditor  so  to  receive  it,  could  operate  either  a  discliarge 
of  the  sheriflf  who  received  it  or  the  defendant  in  execution.    It 
would  establish  a  most  dangerous  precedent  to  hold  that  a  sheriff 
might  discharge  the  claim  of  a  judgment  creditor,  by  receiving 
in  payment  depreciated  and  depreciating  paper,  simply  because  it 
had  a  sort  of  forced  circulation  resulting  &om  the  necessities  of 
the  country  and  the  scarcity  of  a  sounder  currency.    It  was 
urged  for  the  defendants,  that  the  sheriff  is  in  such  cases  the  agent 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  his  acts  are  binding  upon  his  principal. 
Although  the  sheriff  is  in  a  qualified  sense  the  agent  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  execution,  yet  he  is  also  the  agent  of  the  law,  which  points 
out  his  duty  and  limits  and  defines  his  power.    The  execution  is 
his  warrant  of  authority,  and  that  restricts  his  agency  to  the 
receipt  of  money  alone  or  convertible  bank  paper.    He  has  no  dis- 
cretion to  substitute  any  thing  else  in  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff's 
claim.    Rochelle  v.  Campbell  and  Chambers,  1  McChord's  Ch. 
Rep.  53.    In  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  Orange  County  v.  Wake- 
man,  1  Cowen's  Rep.  46,  it  was  held  that  the  sheriff  had  not  the 
power  to  discharge  an  execution  by  returning  it  satisfied,  unless 
he  had  executed  it  in  the  due  course  of  law.    In  that  case  the 
sheriff  took  the  defendant's  negotiable  note,  receipted  for  it  in  fiill 
payment,  and  returned  the  execution  satisfied.    The  court  held 
that  it  did  not  amount  to  a  satisfaction  of  the  execution,  and  put 
the  decision  upon  the  want  of  authority  in  the  sheriff  to  discharge 
it  in  that  way. 

A  sheriff  who  receives  the  promissory  notes  of  an  incorporated 
bank,  which  have  lost  their  character  as  money  by  reason  of  their 
depreciation,  would  place  the  defendant  upon  no  higher  ground 
Vol.  I.— 34 
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than  if  he  had  received  from  him  the  simple  promissory  note  of 
some  third  person,  and  thereupon  given  a  receipt  in  full  discharge 
of  the  execution.  The  power  of  the  plaintiffs  attorney,  in  con- 
trolling an  execution,  is  certainly  as  broad  and  comprehensive  as 
that  of  the  sheriff  who  may  be  charged  with  its  enforcement,  yet 
it  has  been  expressly  decided  that  an  attorney,  as  such,  has  no  au- 
thority to  receive  bank  paper  not  at  par,  and  that  his  receipt  there- 
for would  not  discharge  the  defendant  in  execution.  See  Wick- 
liffe  V.  Davis,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  71.  Nor  can  the  attorney  do  any  act 
to  discharge  the  judgment  short  of  receiving  actual  payment. 
Lewis  V.  Gamage,  1  Pick.  R.  347. 

But  it  is  useless  to  pursue  this  branch  of  the  case  further,  as 
there  is  another  feature  in  it  upon  which  I  can  have  no  doubt  the 
complainants  are  entitled  to  relief  It  is  admitted  that  the  execu- 
tion was  applied  for  and  taken  out  at  the  sole  instance  of  the  de- 
fendant Meeks,  without  the  authority  or  sanction  of  the  plaintiffs 
in  execution,  or  their  attorney.  It  appears,  from  the  respective 
dates  of  the  transaction,  that  application  was  made  to  have  the 
execution  issued  before  the  adjournment  of  the  court  at  which 
the  judgment  was  rendered,  and  the  execution  was  forthwith 
placed  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  and  the  bank  paper  paid  over, 
and  a  receipt  in  full  taken  from  the  sheriff.  Whence  this  great 
haste,  this  urgent  solicitude  and  unauthorized  interference,  on  the 
part  of  one  who  not  only  had  no  authority  to  control  the  execu- 
tion, but  was  not  even  a  party  to  the  record?  For  what  purpose 
was  the  execution  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff?  If  Meeks 
was  ready  with  the  money,  and  eager  to  satisfy  the  judgment  at 
once,  why  issue  an  execution?  Why  not  offer  the  money  to  the 
plaintiffs'  attorney,  who,  it  seems,  must  have  been  in  attendance 
upon  the  court?  His  receipt  would  have  been  quite  as  available 
as  that  of  the  sheriff. 

The  issuing  of  an  execution  presupposes  the  necessity  of  coer- 
cing payment  from  the  defendant,  and  cannot  be  necessary  where 
a  party  stands  by,  ready  and  anxious  to  pay  without-  coercion. 
No  reason  whatever  is  furnished  for  this  officious  and  extraordin- 
ary conduct  on  the  part  of  Meeks,  except  that  he  wanted  the  sher- 
iffs receipt  as  a  voucher  of  payment.  It  is  strange  that  it  did  not 
occur  to  him  that  the  attorney's  receipt  would  serve  his  purpose 
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quite  as  well,  and  save  the  costs  of  execution  and  sheriiFs  com- 
mission. It  is  said  to  be  a  maxim  in  ethics,  that  contrivance 
proves  design.  What  the  design  was  in  this  particular  case  is 
plainly  inferrable  from  the  conduct  of  the  party,  connected  with 
other  facts  disclosed  in  the  case.  The  testimony  and  the  answers 
sufficiently  show  (what  is  also  a  matter  of  public  history)  that  al- 
though the  paper  of  the  Brandon  Bank  may  at  that  time  have 
been  received  at  par,  under  a  sort  of  forced  process  in  the  ordinary 
transactions  of  society,  yet  there  existed  in  the  public  mind  a  very 
general  distrust  of  its  goodness.  That  this  distrust  had  seized 
upon  the  mind  of  Meeks,  is,  I  think,  sufficiently  apparent.  Why 
his  unauthorized  conduct  in  cetlling  for  an  execution  to  issue  with- 
in four  days  after  the  rendition  of  the  judgment — ^before  even  the 
plaintiflii  themselves  could  have  regularly  sued  it  out — if  he  was 
not  moved  by  the  fear  that  his  Brandon  money  would  depreciate 
on  his  hands?  What  motive  could  he  have  had  for  increasing  the 
costs  by  suing  out  an  execution,  and  immediately  paying  to  the 
sheriflf  the  bank  paper?  None,  certainly,  but  a  knowledge  that  it 
was  then  the  habit  of  the  sheriff  to  receive  it,  and  a  conviction 
that  it  would  not  be  so  received  by  either  the  plaintiffs  or  their  at-* 
tomey,  if  offered  to  them.  Whether  a  fraud  was  actually  intend- 
ed or  not,  is  imm^iterial.  The  conduct  of  Meeks  operated  a  fraud 
upon  the  rights  of  the  complainants,  of  which  neither  he  nor  the 
defendant  in  the  judgment  at  law  should  be  allowed  to  avail 
themselves.  It  is  true  that  Meeks  denies,  in  his  answer,  any  in- 
tention of  practising  a  fraud,  but  he  at  the  same  time  admits  the 
material  facts  in  which  the  fraud  is  charged  to  consist.  This  does 
away  the  effect  of  the  general  denial. 

I  am,  moreover,  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  issuing  of  the 
execution  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant  Meeks,  rendered  it  irre- 
gular, if  not  absolutely  void,  as  to  the  complainants,  and  gave  no 
authority  to  the  sheriff  to  receive  the  money  called  for,  so  as  to 
bind  the  plaintiffs  in  execution.  As  a  general  rule,  no  one  but  the 
plaintiff,  or  his  attorney  of  record,  has  the  right  to  sue  out  and 
control  an  execution.  It  may  be  of  the  utmost  importance  to  the 
plaintiff  to  know  when  his  execution  is  in  the  hands  of  an  officer, 
that  he  may  give  such  instructions  as  are  consistent  with  his 
rights.    He  may  desire  to  bid  for  property  levied  on,  so  as  to  real- 
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ize  his  judgment  and  prevent  the  property  from  being  bought  in 
at  a  sacrifice,  and  his  judgment  left  unpaid.  To  give  to  the  de- 
fendant, or  any  third  person,  the  right  of  controlhng  an  execution 
without  the  privity  of  the  plaintiflF,  would  establish  a  rule  full  of 
mischief,  which  might  lead  to  the  practice  of  the*  grossest  fraud. 

It  was  suggested,  by  one  of  the  defendants'  counsel,  that  the 
complainants'  remedy  was  at  law,  and,  having  resorted  to  the  law 
court  and  failed  there,  this  court  would  give  no  relief.  If  the  de- 
fendants had  demurred  to  the  bill,  or  insisted  upon  this  objection 
in  their  answers,  I  should  perhaps  have  been  inclined  to  dismiss 
the  bill,  upon  the  ground  that  the  complainants'  remedy  was  at 
law.  But,  however  this  might  have  been,  the  defendants,  having 
answered  generally,  have  waived  that  objection,  and  cannot  now 
raise  the  question  of  jurisdiction.  See  Underbill  v.  Van  Court- 
landt,  2  John.  Ch.  Rep.  339 ;  Cable  v.  Martin,  1  How.  Rep.  558. 
I  shall,  in  accordance  with  these  views,  declare  that  the  satisfac- 
tion which  was  entered  on  the  execution  at  law  is  fraudulent  and 
void  as  to  the  complainants,  and  having  taken  jurisdiction  of  the 
case,  and  all  the  parties  being  before  me  who  are  bound  for  the 
*debt,  I  shall  direct  a  decree  against  Brown  and  Meeks  for  the  ori- 
ginal debt  and  interest,  with  liberty  to  sue  out  an  execution  of 
Jieri  facias  from  this  court  for  the  enforcement  thereof.  And  as 
the  complainants  might  have  pursued  their  remedy  at  law,  they 
will  be  decreed  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  proceeding  here. 
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A  vendee  of  land,  holding  a  mere  bond  for  title,  and  not  having  paid  the  porchaae 
money,  has  not  such  an  interest  in  the  land  as  is  the  subject  of  a  judgment  iien  or 
of  seizure  and  sale  under  an  execution  at  law;  but  where  the  vendee,  the  vendor  of 
the  land  and  the  judgment  creditor  (who  were  the  only  persons  that  could  object  to 
such  a  proceeding)  were  all  present  and  assented  to  the  sale,  it  was  held  by  the 
court,  that  the  judgment  creditor  could  not  be  heard  in  equity  after  electing 
(although  in  an  irregular  manner)  to  pursue  his  lien  at  law;  and  the  judgment  cred- 
itor was  decreed  to  convey  the  legal  title  to  the  land  so  sold  to  the  purchaser  at  such 
sale. 

The  bill  in  this  case  states  that  in  1837  complainant  was  owner 
of  lots  fifty-two  and  fifty-five,  in  the  town  of  Kosciusco,  and  that 
he  sold  them  to  the  defendant,  McGill,  for  the  sum  of  four  thou- 
sand dollars,  of  which  the  sum  of  one  thousand  was  paid  in  cash, 
and  the  remainder  was  payable  in  two  equal  annual  instalments,  for 
which  McGill  gave  his  two  notes,  payable  on  the  first  of  January, 
1838,  and  first  of  January,  1839.  Complainant  did  not  make  a 
title  to  the  lots,  but  gave  him  a  bond  for  title  on  the  payment  of 
the  purchase  money.  On  the  note  first  due  complainant  com- 
menced suit  and  obtained  judgment,  on  which  execution  was 
issued  and  levied  on  the  property  of  McGill,  who  gave  a  forth- 
coming bond  with  the  defendant  Conn  as  his  surety.  That  bond 
was  forfeited,  execution  issued  on  it  and  was  paid  except  two  hun- 
dred dollars;  to  pay  which  last  named  sum  the  said  lots  were  sold. 
The  defendant  Conn  became  the  purchaser  of  the  lots ;  and  when 
the  sale  was  opened,  and  during  its  continuance,  the  sheriff  pro- 
claimed that  he  only  sold  McGill's  right  in  the  lots,  and  sold  sub- 
ject to  the  claim  of  complainant  for  fifteen  hundred  dollars,  due 
by  the  note  falling  due  in  January,  1839.  Complainant  also  gave 
similar  notice;  of  all  of  which  circumstances  and  facts  Conn,  at 
and  before  his  purchase,  had  notice.  On  the  note  last  falling  due, 
complainant  brought  suit,  obtained  judgment,  and  an  execution 
returned  ^^nuUa  bona,^^  and  has  no  means  of  collecting  his  debt 
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but  by  prosecuting  his  lien  on  the  land  sold.  Conn  claims  the 
lots  by  virtue  of  the  purchase  under  the  first  execution.  The 
bill  prays  for  a  sale,  d&c. 

The  answer  of  Conn  admits  the  facts  stated  in  the  bill  in  rela- 
tion to  the  sale  to  McGill,  the  rendition  of  the  first  judgment  and 
the  purchase  under  it  of  the  premises  by  Conn;  but  says  "if  any 
notice  of  complainant's  pretended  lien  was  given  at  the  time  of 
the  sale  or  previously,  he  has  no  recollection  of  it,  does  not  be- 
lieve it,  and  calls  for  proof  It  also  states  that  complainant,  "so  far 
as  respondent  knows  or  believes,  remained  silent  as  to  any  lien  he 
might  have;"  "and  respondent  purchased  the  lots  without  any 
knowledge  or  belief  that  complainant  would  have  anyfiu'ther 
claim  thereon." 

Andrew  McGilPs  deposition  states  that  at  the  time  of  the  sale 
of  the  lots  he  or  some  other  person  gave  public  notice  that  there 
was  a  balance  of  the  purchase  money  then  due  upon  the  lots,  for 
which  they  would  be  held  liable.  He  states  that  there  is  yet  due 
of  the  original  purchase  money  the  sum  of  fifteen  hundred  dol- 
lars. He  also  says  that  "he  is  not  certain  that  Conn  knew  that 
any  part  of  the  purchase  money  was  due  until  the  day  of  sale 
when  the  fact  was  made  public  that  there  was  a  balance  due. 

Thomas  H.  Rogers,  sheriflF  of  Attala  county  in  1839,  testifies 
that  he  sold  the  lots  in  controversy  to  Conn;  that  at  the  time  ol 
sale  he  stated  that  he  sold  nothing  but  McGilPs  interest  in  the 
lots,  and  that  there  was  "some  statement  made  as  to  a  balemce  ot 
the  purchase  money  being  due ;  does  not  recollect  who  made  this 
statement,  but  believes  he  did,"  and  that  purchasers  must  judge 
for  themselves.  Witness  heard  Thompson  make  the  statement 
aloud  that  there  was  a  part  of  the  purchase  money  unpaid. 

John  B.  Logan  was  present  at  the  sale,  and  heard  McGill  cry 
out  aloud,  as  if  he  wished  to  warn  the  crowd,  that  there  was  a 
a  balance  of  fifteen  hundred  dollars  still  due  on  the  land;  does  not 
know  whether  Conn  was  present  and  heard  McGilPs  declarations 
or  not. 

James  T.  Simms  states,  that  he  was  present  at  the  sale,  and 
went  to  where  they  were  crying  the  lots,  intending  to  bid  for 
them  himself,  but  McGill  told  him  if  he  did  he  would  have  fifteen 
hundred  dollars  more  to  pay. 
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Wm.  Terger  for  complainant 

In  this  case  I  am  not  sure  but  the  better  course  would  have 
been  to  have  excepted  to  the  answer  for  insufficiency,  inasmuch 
as  the  defendant,  instead  of  admitting  or  denying  whether  notice 
was  given  of  complainant's  lien,  states  that  he  has  no  recollection 
of  it.  Now,  whether  notice  were  given  or  not,  which  came  to  de- 
fendant's hearing  as  the  bill  charges,  was  a  fact  within  his  imme- 
diate knowledge,  and  should  not  have  been  answered  evasively, 
but  positively.    Story's  Equity,  654,  655. 

Where  a  bill  makes  an  all^ation  of  a  fact,  which  if  true  must 
be  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  he  should  respond  to 
it  positively;  if  the  answer  is  equivocal,  the  bill  will  be  taken  as 
true.    3  A.  K.  Marsh,  6. 

A  court  will  not  compel  a  vendor  to  convey  to  the  purchaser  at 
execution  sale,  even  on  payment  of  the  whole  purchase  money, 
where  the  execution  debtor  had  only  a  bond  for  title,  or  an  agree- 
ment to  convey  on  payment  of  purchase  money.  Harper's  Eq. 
R.  184. 

A  purchaser  at  a  sheriff's  sale  buys  subject  to  the  rule,  caveat 
emptor,  McGill  had  no  title  to  the  property  which  could  be  sold 
under  execution  at  law.  The  legal  title  was  still  in  complainant, 
and  could  not  have  been  divested  out  of  him  by  any  mode  until 
the  purchase  money  was  paid.  2  Johns.  Ch.  R.  312;  1  Bibb  306; 
1  A.  K.  Marshall  174;  1  Ham.  R.  314;  1  Yerger  79;  17  Johns. 
R.  350;  1  Johns.  Ch.  R.  52;  Harper's  Eq.  164;  1  Am.  Eq.  Dig. 
4S0,  sec.  26. 

This  case  presents  no  kind  of  doubt,  unless  it  grow  out  of  the 
fact  that  complainant  was  present  and  procured  the  sale,  and  there- 
by that  defendant  was  defrauded.  So  far  from  any  fraud  in  the 
case  being  proved,  the  reverse  appears  true,  as  the  complainant 
and  defendant  in  the  execution,  and  the  sherifi)  all  gave  public 
notice,  which  defendant  does  not  deny  came  to  his  knowledge,  of 
the  claim  of  complainant,  but  only  that  he  has  no  recollection  of 
it.  The  statement  in  the  answer,  that  "respondent  purchased  said 
lots  for  about  the  price  of  two  hundred  dollars,  without  any 
knowledge  or  belief  that  complainant  would  have  any  further 
claim  thereon,  is  no  denial  of  knowledge  that  there  was  a  part  of 
the  purchase  money  unpaid;  it  merely  alleges  an  ignorance  on  de- 
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fendant-s  part  of  the  law  of  the  case,  not  of  the  facts.  That  this 
is  all  he  meant  is  evidenced  by  the  foregoing  portion  of  his  an- 
swer, in  which  he  says,  "he  has  no  recollection  that  any  notice 
was  given  at  the  sale  of  the  pretended  lien  of  complainant." 

The  question  at  issue  has  been  decided  in  New  York,  with  the 
exception  that  the  facts  in  this  case  are  stronger  in  favor  of  the 
complainant  than  they  were  there.  In  Shotwell  v.  Murray,  1 
John.  Ch.  R.  512,  the  rule  is  thus  laid:  "A  sale  under  a  $econd 
or  junior  judgment  is  not  of  itself  a  waiver  of  the  plaintiff's 
rights  xmder  a  first  or  elder  judgment,"  not  even  though  he  be 
present  at  the  sale,  giving  directions,  and  remain  entirely  silent 
about  the  first  judgment,  or  any  intention  to  enforce  it."  See 
also  2  Cowen,  248;  2  Johns.  Ch.  R.  125.  In  this  case  the 
defendant  was  a  defendant  in  the  execution  under  which  he 
bought,  and  was  bound  at  any  rate  to  pay  it.  The  legal  title  to 
the  lots  was  in  complainant,  which  he  knew.  The  complainant, 
and  the  sheriff,  and  the  co-defendant,  McGill,  original  vendee,  all 
gave  public  notice  of  the  claim  of  complainant  upon  th«  land. 
Under  these  circumstances  we  take  it  to  be  the  law,  that  the  de- 
fendant shall  take  nothing  by  his  purchase,  he  not  showing  him- 
self to  be  an  innocent  purchaser  in  the  language  of  the  books. 

Lea  and  Lea  for  defendants. 

Complainant  claims  a  lien  on  the  lots  sold  for  the  purchase 
money  yet  unpaid,  being  fifteen  hundred  dollars.  Defendant 
Conn  objects  on  the  grounds. 

First.  That  defendant  had  no  notice  of  complainants'  lien. 
Two  or  three  witnesses  for  plaintiff  prove  that  at  the  sheriff's  sale 
some  one  said  something  about  some  sort  of  incumbrance;  notice 
is  not  brought  home  to  Conn,  and  he  expressly  denies  that  he  had 
any  notice;  and  this  is  according  to  the  probability  of  the  case, 
judging  from  the  fact  that  complainant  allowed  Conn  to  make 
considerable  improvements  on  the  lots,  without  giving  him  notice 
of  said  lien,  as  stated  in  Conn's  answer:  Conn  would  not  have 
made  said  improvements  if  he  had  been  apprised  of  complainant's 
lien.  There  is  no  pretence  in  this  case  that  any  other  than  actual 
notice  was  given  to  Conn.  Then  by  reference  to  15  Petersdorf 
Abridgement,  311,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  notice  was  not  sufficient 
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to  affect  Conn's  conscience.  ^^To  constitute  a  binding  notice,  it 
must  be  given  by  a  person  interested  in  the  property."  6  John. 
Ch.  R.  166;  1  John.  Ch.  R.  354;  2  Atk.  83. 

Second.  That,  if  mistaken  as  to  the  foregoing  defence,  defend- 
ant Conn  having  paid  the  amount  of  the  execution  under  which  the 
land  was  sold,  (as  is  proven  by  McGilPs  deposition,  and  confessed 
in  complainant's  answer  to  cross  bill,}  as  surety,  that  he  now  stands 
in  the  place  of  complainant,  so  far  as  that  judgment  is  concerned, 
towards  the  principal,  McGill;  and  the  judgment  which  Conn 
paid,  being  older  than  that  under  which  complainant  claims,  he 
(Conn)  had  a  prior  lien  on  the  lots,  if  subject  to  the  satis&ction  of 
both. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  case  has  proved  with  me  to  be  one  of  great  doubt  and  dif- 
ficulty, resulting  from  its  novelty,  and  the  entire  absence,  so  far  as 
my  researches  have  gone,  of  any  adjudged  case  having  the  re- 
motest analogy  to  it.  I  must  endeavor  to  settle  it,  therefore,  upon 
the  general  principles  and  analogies  of  the  law. 

If  application  had  been  made  to  this  court,  to  prevent  the  sale 
under  execution,  I  should  have  had  no  hesitation  in  awarding  an  in- 
junction, because  nothing  can  be  clearer  upon  either  principle  or 
authority  than  that  a  vendee  of  land  holding  a  mere  bond  for  title, 
and  not  having  paid  the  purchase  money,  has  not  such  an  interest 
as  is  the  subject  of  a  judgment  lien,  or  of  seizure  and  sale  under 
an  execution  at  law.  But  in  this  case  the  only  persons  who  could 
raise  that  objection,  viz.  Thompson  and  McGill,  the  vendor  and 
vendee,  seem  tacitly,  if  not  expressly  to  have  waived  it  and  elected 
by  their  acts  to  consider  the  interest  of  McGill  in  the  lots  as  ven- 
dible under  execution.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  Thompson  can- 
not in  this  controversy  be  heard  to  say  that  the  sale  which  was 
thus  made  under  his  own  judgment,  at  his  instance,  and  by  his 
procuration,  was  illegal.  This  would  be  to  minister  to  a  selfish 
caprice,  and  to  allow  him  to  hold  out  an  act  as  legal,  when  induce- 
ments of  money  were  offered  and  received,  and  to  then  turn  round 
and  declare  it  illegal,  and  thus  make  the  same  property  perform 
the  same  oflSce  to  the  firaud  and  detriment  of  confiding  bidders  and 
purchasers.    The  sale  then  having  been  made,  and  the  complain- 
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ant  not  being  at  liberty  to  question  its  validity,  the  enquiry  is,  what 
title  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  is  to  be  considered  as 
having  passed  under  that  sale,  and  what  was  the  effect  of  it,  upon 
the  complainant's  lien  for  the  remainder  of  the  purchase  money. 
The  lots  were  levied  on  by  the  plaintiff's  execution,  obtained  upon 
a  note,  given  as  security  for  part  of  the  purchase  money ;  the  pro- 
ceeding was  therefore  in  substance,  one  to  enforce  the  lien  which 
the  vendor  had  obtained,  and  thus  to  subject  the  lots  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  money ;  and  although  it  was  an  irregular 
mode  of  attaining  that  end,  yet  if  the  only  parties  interested  as- 
sented thereto,  they  at  least  are  bound  by  it.  Suppose  the  com- 
plainant had  filed  his  bill  in  this  court  and  obtained  a  decree  of 
sale  to  enforce  his  lien  for  that  part  of  the  purchase  money  upon 
which  his  judgment  was  founded,  and  under  which  the  sale  was 
made,  it  will  not  be  pretended  that  after  a  sale,  imder  such  decree, 
the  complainant  could  have  pursued  the  lots  in  the  hands  of  the 
purchaser,  upon  the  pretext  that  his  lien  still  continued  for  the  re- 
mainder of  the  unpaid  purchase  money.  I  think  the  same  conse- 
quences must  follow  the  mode  which  the  complainant  elected  to 
carry  out  his  lien,  although  variant  in  form.  I  know  of  no  prin- 
ciple or  rule  of  law  that  will  allow  the  same  property  to  be  twice 
sold,  either  to  the  same  or  to  different  purchasers,  for  the  pajrment 
of  the  same  identical  debt.  This  would  be  a  new  mode  of  con- 
verting a  lean  and  scanty  pledge,  into  a  most  ample  security ;  a 
security  of  one  hundred  dollars  might  be  thus  made  adequate  to 
the  payment  of  a  hundred  thousand ;  for  I  can  perceive  no  limit  to 
such  a  process.  Suppose  the  complainant  is  now  allowed  to  sub- 
ject these  lots  under  a  decree  of  this  court,  he  will  then  not  only 
have  obtained  all  the  security  for  which  he  contracted,  but  will 
have  pocketed  with  impunity,  and  without  any  consideration  what- 
ever, the  money  which  Conn  paid  at  the  execution  sale  for  the 
same  property,  and  on  the  same  debt.  This  would  be  to  allow 
the  complainant  to  take  a  fraudulent  advantage  of  his  own  con- 
duct. The  extent  of  the  complainant's  right,  was  to  subject  the 
land  to  the  payment  of  his  purchase  money,  and  having  once  done 
that,  he  cannot  be  allowed  to  repeat  the  process,  to  the  prejudice  of 
a  bona  fidt  purchaser.  I  think  tiiat  the  interpretation  which  equity 
should  place  upon  the  conduct  of  the  complainant,  is,  that  when 
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he  elected  to  subject  the  lots  at  law,  to  the  payment  of  his  pur- 
chase money,  he  consented  to  waive  any  lien  thereon  for  the  re- 
mainder of  the  unpaid  purchase  money,  and  to  surrender  up  the 
legal  title  to  whosoever  should  become  the  purchaser  at  such  sale. 
It  is  in  evidence  that  the  complainant  was  present  at,  and  assent- 
ing to  that  sale. 

I  attach  no  consequence  whatever  to  the  question  of  whether 
Conn  was  or  was  not  advised  that  there  was  a  balance  of  the  pur- 
chase money  unpaid ;  it  was  sufficient  that  he  looked  to  the  legal 
effect  of  the  sale.  Even  if  the  question  of  notice  was  important, 
I  should  much  doubt  whether  it  was  sufficiently  proven.  The 
testimony  to  that  point  is  vague  and  unsatisfactory.  Let  a  decree 
be  drawn  dismissing  the  original  bill,  and  compelling  the  complain- 
ant therein  to  convey  the  legal  title  to  the  complainant  in  the  cross 
bill. 
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A  deed  to  land  made  by  an  agent  aathoiized  to  sell  and  convey  the  same,  but  made  in 
the  name  of  the  agent  for  his  principals,  is  not  a  legal  deed.  To  make  a  convey- 
ance binding,  which  is  executed  by  an  attorney  or  agent,  the  contract  must  be  made 
and  signed  in  the  name  of  the  principal. 

A  contract  or  conveyance  made  in  the  name  of  an  agent  or  attorney,  and  signed  by 
him  as  for  his  principal,  is  not  the  contract  of  the  principal,  and  is  binding  merely 
upon  the  attorney. 

Where  the  rigor  of  the  commercial  law  is  strictly  enforced,  to  entitle  the  holder  of  com- 
mercial paper  to  retain  the  same,  against  the  equities  of  third  persons,  it  must  appear 
that  he  came  to  the  possession  of  it  in  the  usual  course  of  trade,  by  having  paid  a 
valuable  consideration  without  notice  of  the  equity  or  claim  of  any  third  person. 
The  reception  of  commercial  paper  as  collateral  security  for  a  pre-existing  liability, 
or  as  an  indemnity  against  ultimate  liability,  is  not  within  the  meaning  of  this  rule. 

If  the  holder  of  a  negotiable  note  receives  it  in  payment  of  a  precedent  debt,  or  takes 
it  by  way  of  indemnity  against  some  responsibility  incurred  for  his  immediate  in- 
dorser,  without  paying  any  present  consideration  therefor,  he  takes  it  subject  to  all 
the  existing  equities  between  the  original  parties. 

Where  an  agent  transferred  the  notes  of  his  principal  to  his  own  indorser  to  indemnify 
him  for  an  indorsement  of  such  agent's  own  paper, — held,  that  the  transfer  conveyed 
no  title  to  the  notes,  but  that  the  title  to  the  same  remained  in  the  principal  of  said 
agent. 

By  the  statute  of  this  state,  the  purchaser  of  negotiable  paper  is  placed  on  the  same 
footing  with  the  original  payee.  To  protect  the  holder  of  a  note  against  the  trw 
moner  thereof,  it  is  not  alone  sufficient  that  he  paid  a  valuable  consideration  there- 
for. If,  at  the  time  of  the  transfer  he  had  notice  that  it  was  a  fraudulent  appropria* 
tion  of  the  note  by  the  then  holder,  and  that  the  right  to  it  was  in  a  third  person,  he 
will  be  decreed  to  deliver  it  up,  or  to  account  for  its  value  or  proceeds. 

Where  notes  were  payable  to  Carman  as  agent  for  Floyd,  held  that  this  was  snffi- 
cient  notice  to  third  persons  that  Carman  was  not  the  owner  of  the  notes,  and  had 
'  no  right  to  transfer  the  same.     Whatever  is  sufficient  to  put  a  party  upon  inquiry, 
amounts,  in  equity,  to  notice. 

The  holder  of  a  note  who  takes  it  with  a  knowledge  that  it  belonged  to  another,  can 
stand  in  no  better  situation  than  the  purchaser  of  a  chattel  who  knew  that  the  title 
was  not  in  his  vendor,  but  in  a  third  person. 
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A  purchaser  of  property  from  one  holding  it  in  trust,  knowing  that  &ct,  becomes  ipso 
fado  a  trustee,  and  is  liable  to  the  cetiui  que  trust  to  the  same  extent  as  the  original 
tnistee. 

On  the  4th  of  Febraary,  1834,  J.  W.  Floyd,  Nathaniel  Smith, 
3arah  Smith,  Joel  Post,  Abner  Post,  Allison  Post,  and  Elizabeth 
Post,  executed  a  power  of  attorney  to  one  Charles  A.  Floyd,  au- 
thorizing Floyd  to  sell  and  convey  certain  land  of  the  grantees,  or 
to  appoint  some  other  person  to  convey  said  land.  Under  this 
power  of  attorney,  Charles  A.  Floyd  appointed  one  Samuel  J.  Car- 
man his  attorney  in  fact,  for  the  purpose  above  stated,  by  written 
power  of  attorney.  On  the  15th  day  of  October,  1836,  Carman 
sold  the  land  to  one  Henry  Holmes,  for  the  sum  of  7021  dollars,  to 
be  paid  in  three  annual  instalments,  of  the  same  amount  each,  for 
which  Holmes  executed  his  promissory  notes,  payable  to  Charles  A. 
Floyd.  Carman  executed  a  deed  for  the  land  sold  to  Holmes  in 
his  own  name^  as  agent  and  attorney  of  the  actual  owners,  or  ven- 
dors. Carman,  without  the  knowledge  or  authority  of  the  parties 
for  whom  he  was  agent,  passed  the  notes  off  to  one  Johnson,  who 
brought  suit  on  two  of  the  notes,  obtained  judgment,  execution 
and  a  forthcoming  bond,  which  was  forfeited,  and  a  judgment 
taken  thereon.  Soon  after  this  Holmes  ascertained  that  he  had 
not  a  legal  conveyance  of  the  land.  In  the  mean  time,  Carman 
had  left  the  state.  Holmes  filed  his  bill  against  Johnson,  making 
the  owners  of  the  land  parties  to  the  same,  charging  that  Johnson 
had  obtained  the  notes  without  consideration,  and  that  the  transfer 
of  Canooan  passed  no  title  to  the  same.  The  bill  prays  the  ori- 
ginal owners  of  the  land  may  be  compelled  to  make  a  good  title  to 
Holmes,  and  in  default  thereof  that  the  said  judgments  be  perpe- 
tually enjoined  and  the  notes  delivered  up  and  cancelled. 

J.  W.  Floyd,  Nathaniel  Smith,  Joel  Post,  Abner  Post,  Allison 
Post,  Elizabeth  Post,  and  Sarah  Smith,  who  were  made  defend- 
ants to  this  bill,  then  filed  their  cross  bill  against  Holmes  and 
Johnson,  wherein  they  charge  the  same  facts  as  stated  by  Holmes 
in  his  bill,  but  say  that  the  notes  of  Holmes  were  made  payable  to 
Samuel  J.  Carman^  ^^agent  of  Charles  •A.  Fhyd-^  that  Carman, 
for  the  purpose  of  indemnifying  Johnson  against  some  liability  as 
surety  of  Carman,  incurred  long  before  the  indemnity  was  given, 
transferred  said  notes  to  Johnson,  tc^ther  with  divers  other  notes 
Vol.  I.— 36 


410  SUPERIOR  COURT 

Henry  Holmes  v.  8.  J.  Cuman  eiaL»hd  Jene  W.  Floyd  daLv.  Henzy  Holmes  d  aL 

of  complainants  in  the  cross  bill;  that  Johnson  knew  when  he  re- 
ceived these  notes  that  they  were  not  the  property  of  Carman,  but 
that  the  same  were  the  property  of  said  complainants,  and  that 
Carman  had  no  authority  to  transfer  the  same.  They  pray  that 
Johnson  may  render  a  list  of  said  notes,  and  be  compelled  to  de- 
liver the  same  to  them,  and  that  Holmes  pay  the  said  judgment  to 
them  also,  instead  of  Johnson;  upon  receiving  from  them  a  valid 
conve3rance  of  the  land. 

Subsequent  to  this,  the  complainants  in  the  cross  bill  filed  two 
amended  bills,  wherein  Carman  is  made  a  party,  and  Johnson  is 
called  to  discover  the  consideration  he  gave  for  said  notes,  and  if 
he  did  not  know  at  the  time  he  received  them  that  they  were  the 
property  of  complainants. 

Johnson,  in  his  answer  to  the  original  bill  of  Holmes,  admits 
the  execution  of  the  power  of  attorney  as  alleged,  and  that  the  ti- 
tle to  the  land  was  in. Charles  A.  Floyd  et  ah\  admits  that  Holmes 
pinrchased  said  land,  gave  his  notes  for  same  as  charged  by  him, 
but  says,  one  of  said  notes  was  made  payable  to  Carman,  and  the 
other  two  to  Carman,  agent  of  C.  A.  Floyd;  that  Carman  indorsed 
and  transferred  said  notes  to  him  for  the  purpose  of  securing  him 
in  part  against  liabilities  which  he  was  under  as  indorser  for  said 
Carman  to  the  amount  of  13,000  dollars,  and  of  which  he  has 
since  paid  about  7000  dollars,  the  balance  being  due  and  unpaid, 
and  that  respondent  will  be  compelled  to  pay  said  balance.  He 
denies  all  fraud,  and  insists  that  he  has  the  legal  and  equitable  ti- 
tle to  the  notes;  that  Holmes  is  in  undisturbed  possession  of  the 
land,  and  if  his  title  is  defective  he  calls  on  the  court  to  make 
it  good. 

In  his  answer  to  the  cross  bill  he  reiterates  the  above;  says  said 
three  notes  were  for  the  sum  of  $2,343  33-100  each;  denies  that 
he  knew  any  thing  about  the  orginal  consideration  of  the  notes; 
says  that  at  the  time  he  received  them  Carman  was  leaving  the 
state,  respondent  overtook  him,  and  Carman  then  delivered  the 
notes  for  the  purpose  aforesaid;  admits  that  he  received  other  notes 
and  securities  firom  Carman  at  the  same  time,  but  denies  all  know- 
ledge of  the  consideration  given  by  Carman  for  the  same,  but  that 
he  received  them  all  in  good  faith,  believing  them  to  be  the  pro- 
perty of  Carman. 
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Henry  Holmes  in  answer  to  the  cross  bill  admits  all  its  allega- 
tions, and  says  that  when  his  first  note  fell  due  the  same  was  pay- 
E  able,  like  the  other  two,  to  Carman  as  agent  of  Floyd.    Carman 

^  extended  the  time  of  payment  on  a  renewal  of  the  note,  to  which 

^  Holmes  agreed;  Carman  presented  the  renewed  note  as  payable  to 

^  himself,  to  which  Holmes  objected;  but  Carman  insisted  upon  it, 

id  saying  it  would  make  no  difference,  and  Holmes  therefore  exe- 

cuted the  note  in  that  form, 
r  The  deposition  of  Henry  Holmes  was  taken  by  the  complain- 

ants in  the  cross  bill,  wherein  he  states  the  same  fact  relative  to 
r  the  renewal  of  that  note,  and  also  that  Johnson  told  him  that  he 

t  received  said  three  notes  from  Carman  as  collateral  security. 

Holmes  told  him  they  belonged  to  the  heirs  of  Floyd.    Johnson 
[5  said  he  did  not  care  a  damn  who  they  belonged  to,  so  that  he  got 

i-  the  money,  and  that  he  had  taken  other  notes  from  Carman  as 

?  collateral  security  to  the  amount  of  40,000  dollars. 

Wilkinson  &  Miles  for  complainants. 

This  cause  comes  to  hearing  on  the  original  and  cross  bill  and 
amended  cross  bill,  and  exhibits  thereto.  The  answer  of  Johnson 
to  the  original  and  cross  bill,  the  answer  of  Holmes  to  the  cross 
bill ;  and  on  the  deposition  of  Holmes,  taken  under  an  order  of 
this  court,  which  is  the  only  deposition  in  the  cause. 

The  object  of  the  two  suits  is  to  determine  the  right  to  the  pro- 
ceeds of  three  promissory  liotes  executed  to  Carman,  as  agent  of 
complainants  in  the  cross  bill,  by  Holmes,  for  land  sold  by  Carman 
to  Holmes  as  agent  of  complainant  in  the  cross  bill ;  and  which 
were  afterwards  delivered  over  to  Johnson  by  Carman,  to  indem- 
nify him  (Johnson)  against  certain  liabilities  he  had  incurred  for 
Carman,  as  his  indorser  or  surety.  Two  of  the  notes  are  admit- 
ted by  Johnson's  answer  to  have  been  made  payable  to  Carman  as 
agent  of  Floyd ;  and  the  other  it  is  proved  by  the  deposition  of 
Holmes  was  originally  executed  in  the  same  manner,  but  was  af- 
terwards changed  at  the  solicitation  of  Carman,  and  before  it  was 
handed  over  to  Johnson.  It  is  admitted  by  Johnson,  that  all  the 
notes  were  received  by  him  at  the  same  time ;  that  they  bear  the 
same  date,  and  are  for  about  the  same  amount.  It  is  also  stated  by 
Johnson  that  he  went  in  pursuit  of  Carman,  when  he  was  abscond- 
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ing  from  the  county,  and  got  possession  of  the  notes  in  that  way. 
This  is  a  synopsis  of  all  the  material  facts,  and  the  question  of  law 
isy  whether  Johnson,  under  the  circumstances  detailed,  is  entitled 
to  these  notes  or  their  proceeds. 

The  proposition  or  principle  that  the  holder  of  negotiable  paper 
acquired  from  an  agent,  bona  fide  "  in  the  usual  course  of  trade  " 
and  for  a  <'  valuable  consideration,"  is  entitled  to  hold  the  same 
against  the  real  owner,  is  not  denied.  This  is  a  rule  of  commer- 
cial law  adopted  for  the  security  of  trada 

But  it  is  contgided  by  us,  that  the  requisites  above  named  must 
concur  in  every  transfer  of  n^^tiable  paper,  by  an  agent,  to  make 
such  transfer  obligatory  upon  the  principal.  None  of  these,  how- 
ever, are  to  be  found  in  this  case.  The  transfer  was  clearly  ^^mala 
fideP  That  both  Carman  and  Johnson  intended  a  fraud  upon  the 
Floyds  is  clear  from  the  proof  in  the  cause.  The  very  appear- 
ance of  two  of  the  notes  upon  their  &ce,  was  enough  to  have 
raised  a  suspicion  in  Johnson's  mind,  and  to  have  led  him  to  make 
enquiry  of  the  drawer  Holmes,  who  it  appears  from  the  record  in 
this  case,  lived  in  the  same  county  with  Johnson.  6  Yerger,  387; 
5  Wen.  566 ;  8  lb.  437 ;  3  Pick.  5-298. 

Further,  the  notes  were  not  taken  ''in  the  course  of  trade." 
They  were  seized  upon  by  Johnson  as  tabula  in  naufragio,  to 
protect  him  from  liabilities  incurred  as  the  surety  of  Caiman. 
They  were  taken  as  collateral  securities,  and  did  not  by  their  trans- 
fer effect  any  exchange  of  conmiodities  between  the  parties.  Sure- 
ly the  security  of  trade  does  not  require  that  the  holder  of  negoti- 
able paper  acquired  under  circumstances  such  as  these  should  have 
a  right  to  retain  it. 

It  will  be  insisted,  perhaps,  that  the  maxim  "  in  equali  jure^ 
melior  est  conditio  possidentis^  will  apply  to  this  case.  But  it  does 
not.  For  the  equities  are  not  equal  as  between  Johnson  and  Floyd. 
Floyd  has  parted  with  his  land  for  these  notes.  Johnson  has  part- 
ed with  nothing  for  them.  Floyd's  fortune  will  be  diminished  by 
their  amount  if  he  loses  them.  Johnson  if  he  loses  them,  cannot 
be  worse  off  by  it,  than  he  was  when  he  seized  upon  them. 

Although  many  of  the  cases  which  arise  in  the  courts,  are  pret- 
ty well  settled  by  the  analogies  of  the  law,  it  is  not  often  the  case 
that  they  are  controlled  by  directly  adjudged  precedent    This 
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case,  however,  is  completely  covered  by  a  most  respectable  deci- 
sion in  which  the  &cts  were  almost  identical  with  these.  Bay  v. 
Ooddington,  6  J.  Chy.  Rep.  54.  The  matter  being  "  res  integral 
an  appeal  was  taken,  and  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  affirmed  by 
the  court  of  errors.  Coddington  v.  Bay,»  20  J.  R.  637 ;  see  also 
9  Wendall,  170;  10  lb.  86;  11  lb.  633;  12  lb.  600;  13  lb.  570- 
605;  1  Paige  131;  4  lb.  205;  6  Serg.  &  Rawle,  537 ;  4Binn. 
366 ;  6  Conn.  Rep.  621. 

There  is  one  other  difficulty  in  this  cause,  the  defective  title  of 
Holmes.  If  the  court  shall  think  the  land  defectively  conveyed, 
it  has  the  right  to  aid  the  defective  execution  of  a  power.  And 
we  are  willing  that  a  commissioner  of  this  court  shall  be  directed 
to  convey  all  the  interest  and  title  of  complainants  in  the  cross  bill 
to  Holmes.  Or  that  the  commissioner  may  execute  any  kind  of  a 
deed  (with  or  without  covenant,)  that  the  court  may  direct.  The 
original  bill  will  of  course  be  taken  for  confessed  as  against  com- 
plainants in  the  cross  bill ;  as  they  are  in  court,  and  have  not  an- 
swered ;  and  a  decree  will  not  be  delayed  on  that  account. 

Brown  for  defendant  Johnson. 

This  cause  is  set  for  hearing  by  complainants  in  cross  bill,  upon 
the  original  bill,  cross  bill,  the  answer  of  defendant  Johnson,  ex- 
hibits, the  deposition  of  Holmes,  and  the  answer  of  Holmes  to 
cross  bill.  The  complainants  in  the  cross  bill  have  never  been 
served  with  process,  nor  have  they  answered  the  original  bill  of 
Holmes.  The  death  of  defendant  Carman  has  been  suggested, 
and  discontinued  as  to  him. 

The  principal  contention  in  the  suit  is  between  the  complain- 
ants in  the  cross  bill  and  defendant  Johnson,  with  regard  to  the 
right  to  three  promissory  notes  which  complainants  in  cross  bill 
allege  the  defendant  Carman  obtained  for  the  sale  of  land  as  their 
agent;  which  said  notes  were  transferred  by  the  said  Carman  to 
defendant  Johnson. 

The  answer  of  Johnson  to  the  cross  bill  states  that  he  obtained 
the  said  notes  from  Carman  in  good  faith,  U>  secure  himself 
against  liabilities  which  he  had  incurred  for  Carman  to  a  laige 
amount,  and  that  he  had  no  knowledge  at  the  time  he  received  the 
notes  from  Carman  of  their  consideration,  and  that  he  fully  be- 
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lieved  that  the  said  Carman  was  the  owner  of  the  notes,  and  had 
good  right  to  transfer  the  same,  and  that  he  had  since  paid  for 
Carman  seven  thousand  dollars. 

The  deposition  of  Holmes  only  proves  that  Johnson  said  he  re- 
ceived the  notes  from  Carman  as  collateral  security,  and  that  he 
gave  them  to  said  Carman,  as  agent  of  the  plaintiff  in  cross  bill. 

It  is  contended  for  Johnson  that  he  obtained  the  notes  for  a  fair 
and  valuable  consideration,  without  notice  of  any  claim  or  inter- 
est in  the  same  by  complainants  in  cross  bill,  and  has  also  paid 
about  seven  thousand  dollars  for  Carman,  whereby  Carman  actu- 
ally became  his  debtor.  That  he  (Johnson)  ought,  according  to  a 
long  and  well  established  rule  of  commercial  law,  to  hold  the  said 
notes  against  the  said  Floyds  and  others;  that  Floyds  et  al.  had 
placed  it  in  the  power  of  Carman  to  commit  the  fraud  and  they 
should  therefore  be  the  sufferers. 

2.  Caiman  or  his  representatives  are  not  now  parties  to  this 
suit,  and  their  interests  may  be  materially  affected  by  the  decree. 
They  might  be  able  to  show  that  Carman  in  his  lifetime  had  au- 
thority to  transfer  the  said  notes,  or  Carman  or  his  representatives 
may  have  fully  satisfied  the  complainants  in  the  cross  bill. 

3.  It  is  contended  that  by  the  rules  of  this  court  they  cannot 
avail  themselves  of  any  advantage  by  their  cross  bill  until  they 
answer  the  original  bill  of  Holmes;  for  their  answers  may  admit 
the  authority  of  Carman  to  transfer  or  pledge  the  notes,  or  that 
they  have  since  receiv.ed  full  satisfaction  from  Carman.  This 
great  contention  about  the  notes  seems  to  have  arisen  since  die 
death  of  Carman,  and  it  may  be  that  they  are  trying  to  obtain 
these  notes  through  the  aid  of  this  court,  when  they  have  no 
right  to  the  same.  Their  cross  bill  and  amendments  are  not 
sworn  to;  and  it  is  also  contended  that  they  (the  Flo3rds  et  al) 
have  not  sufficiently  made  out  their  right  and  title  to  said  notes, 
80  as  to  authorize  this  court  to  order  a  change  of  property  in 
them. 

William  Thompson  for  Johnson. 

In  addition  to  the  above  brief,  we  contend  that  the  deposition 
of  Henry  Holmes  (which  was  taken  subject  to  exceptions)  is  not 
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competent  testimony  in  the  cause,  for  he  is  a  complainant  in  the 
cause,  and  a  party  interested. 

(  The  Chancellor. 

I  Holmes  purchased  a  tract  of  land  from  the  defendant  Carman, 

who  acted  as  the  agent  of  the  defendants,  Floyd  and  others.    The 

li  land  was  to  be  paid  for  in  three  annual  instalments,  for  which 

}  Holmes  gave  his  three  several  promissory  notes,  and  received  from 

Carman  a  deed  signed  by  himself  as  agent  for  Floyd.    The  notes 

\  8o  taken  were  transferred  by  Carman  to  the  defendant  Johnson,  to 

I  indemnify  him  against  certain  liabilities  he  had  incurred  as  Car- 

I  man's  indorser.    These  facts  are  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  Holmes, 

upon  which  he  obtained  an  injunction,  restraining  Johnson  from 

the  collection  of  the  notes.    The  bill  makes  Floyd  and  others 

parties,  and  prays  for  a  perfect  title  to  the  land;  or,  if  that  cannot 

be  had,  for  a  rescission  of  the  contract.     Floyd  and  others  filed 

their  cross  bill,  making  Holmes  the  complainant,  and  Johnson  and 

Carman  defendants,  to  the  original  bill,  also  defendants  to  the  cross 

bill.    They  propose  to  do  whatever  is  necessary  to  perfect  the  title 

of  Holmes  to  the  land,  so  bought  from  their  agent,  and  pray  that 

the  notes  or  their  proceeds,  which  were  fraudulently  transferred 

by  their  agent,  Carman,  to  Johnson,  may  be  decreed  to  them  as 

the  real  owners.    The  several  answers  contain  an  admission  of 

the  foregoing  statement  of  facts. 

The  deposition  of  Holmes,  to  the  admissibility  of  which  I  per- 
ceive no  objection,  proves  clearly  that  the  notes  in  question  were 
the  property  of  Floyd  and  others,  the  complainants  in  the  cross 
bUL 

I  can  have  no  doubt  of  the  right  of  the  complainant  in  the 
original  bill  to  call  for  a  further  conveyance  from  the  complainants 
in  the  cross  bill,  to  perfect  his  title  to  the  land  which  he  bought  of 
them  through  their  agent.  The  deed  is  executed  in  the  name  of 
Carman  as  attorney  in  6ct  for  his  principal.  This  is  not  sufficient 
To  make  a  conveyance  binding  which  is  executed  by  an  attorney 
or  agent,  the  contract  must  be  made  and  signed  in  the  name  of 
the  principal.  A  conveyance  made  in  the  name  of  an  agent  or 
attorney,  and  signed  by  him  as  for  his  principal,  is  not  the  contract 
of  the  principal,  and  is  binding  merely  upon  the  attorney.    Spen- 
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cer  V.  Field,  10  Wend.  Rep.  87;  Copeland  v.  Mercantile  Ins.  Co. 
6  Pick.  R.  302. 

The  principal  question  to  be  decided  is,  who  has  the  best  right 
to  the  notes  which  were  given  by  Holmes  for  the  payment  of  the 
land?  The  complainants  in  the  cross  bill  urge  their  claim  upon 
the  ground  that  they  are  the  true  owners;  that  the  notes  were 
given  for  their  property,  and  that  they  were  fraudulently  trans- 
ferred by  their  agent  to  Johnson,  who  they  allege  paid  no  valua- 
ble consideration  therefor,  either  in  money  or  property.  On  the 
other  hand,  Johnson  insists  that  he  obtained  the  notes  in  good 
faith,  they  having  been  transferred  to  him  by  Carman  by  way  of 
indemnity  against  his  liability  as  Carman's  indorser;  that  he  took 
them  without  any  notice  of  the  claim  of  Floyd  and  others;  and 
insists  that  he  is  entitled  to  hold  them,  according  to  the  rules  of 
commercial  law. 

It  is  true  the  policy  of  the  laws  of  commerce  have  thrown 
around  commercial  paper,  in  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  holder, 
who  has  taken  it  in  the  usual  course  of  trade,  a  sort  of  immunity 
against  assault  from  whatever  quarter  it  may  come.  The  fitness 
and  propriety  of  this  rule  in  a  strictly  commercial  conmiunity, 
have  been  very  generally  admitted.  The  legislature  of  this  state 
have,  however,  thought  fit  to  abolish  this  feature  of  the  conmier- 
cial  law,  and  to  place  the  purchaser  of  negotiable  paper  upon  the 
same  footing  with  the  original  payee,  clothing  him  with  the  same 
rights,  and  subjecting  him  to  the  same  equities,  which  attached  in 
fiivor  of,  or  existed  against  the  payee  himself.  How.  &  Hutch. 
Dig.  373,  sec.  12.  But  even  where  the  rigor  of  the  commercial 
law  is  strictly  enforced,  to  entitle  the  holder  of  commercial  paper 
to  the  immunity  which  Johnson  here  claims,  it  must  appear  that 
he  came  to  the  possession  of  it  in  the  usual  course  of  trade,  by 
having  paid  for  it  what  the  law  deems  a  valuable  consideration, 
without  notice  of  the  equity  or  claim  of  any  third  person.  The 
commercial  rule  in  this  particular  follows  the  general  analogies  of 
the  law,  and  gives  protection  only  to  the  bona  fide  purchaser, 
without  notice,  who  has  parted  with  money  or  property  upon  the 
&ith  of  his  purchase.  Hence,  if  the  holder  of  a  n^tiable  note 
receives  it  in  payment  of  a  precedent  debt,  or  takes  it  by  way  of 
indemnity  against  some  responsibility  incurred  for  his  immediate 
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indoTser,  without  paying  any  present  consideration  therefor,  he 
takes  it  subject  to  all  the  existing  equities  between  the  original 
parties.  Rosa  v.  Brotfaerson,  10  Wend.  Rep.  86;  and  Bay  v.  Cod- 
dington,  6  John.  Ch.  R.  54. 

In  the  case  of  Collins  v.  Martin,  1  Bos.  d;  Pull.  651,  chief  jus- 
tice Eyre  says  ^^  if  it  can  be  proved  that  the  holder  gave  no  value 
for  the  bill,  then  indeed  he  is  in  privity  with  the  first  holder,  and 
will  be  affected  by  every  thing  which  would  aflfect  the  first  hold- 
er." In  the  case  before  me,  Johnson  received  the  notes  without 
paying  any  new  consideration  for  them ;  he  parted  with  neither 
money  nor  property ;  nor  did  he  incur  any  new  responsibihty  on 
account  of  the  transfer  to  him ;  he  was  not  yet  even  a  creditor  of 
Carman,  not  having  then  paid  any  portion  of  the  money  for  which 
he  was  liable  as  Carman's  indorser.  Although  that  liability  was 
sufficient  to  support  the  transfer  of  the  notes  as  between  Carman 
and  Johnson,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  overreach  the  superior  equity  of 
the  complainants  in  the  cross  bill,  who  are  the  true  owners  of  the 
notes.    Coddington  v.  Bay,  20  John.  Rep.  637. 

It  would  seem,  then,  that  Johnson  is  not  a  holder  of  the  notes 
in  question,  for  a  valuable  consideration  in  the  sense  which  would 
entitle  him  to  hold  them  discharged  from  the  claim  of  those  to 
whom  they  equitably  belong.  To  protect  the  holder  of  a  note 
against  the  true  owner,  it  is  not  alone  sufficient  that  he  paid  a  val- 
uable consideration  therefor.  If  at  the  time  of  the  transfer  to  him 
he  had  notice  that  it  was  a  firaudulent  appropriation  of  the  note  by 
the  then  holder,  and  that  the  right  to  it  was  in  a  third  person,  he 
will  be  decreed  to  deliver  it  up  or  to  account  for  its  value  oi  pro- 
ceeds. Had  Johnson  such  notice  at  the  time  he  received  the  notes 
&om  Carman?  It  is  admitted  that  at  least  two  of  the  notes  were 
ui)on  their  face  payable  to  Carman  as  agent  for  Floyd  and  others. 
This,  while  it  gave  notice  that  Carman  was  the  mere  nominal 
holder  of  the  notes,  at  the  same  time  gave  information  who  were 
the  substantial  and  equitable  owners.  That  feature  of  the  trans- 
action was,  of  itself,  sufficient  to  have  awakened  distrust  as  to 
Carman's  right  to  the  notes,  and  to  have  excited  such  inquiry  as 
would  have  led  to  a  knowledge  of  the  true  owners.  Whatever  is 
sufficient  to  put  a  party  upon  enquiry,  amounts  in  equity  to  notice. 
Smith  V.  Law,  1  Atkins,  489 ;  Daniels  v.  Davidson,  16  Yes.  250. 
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The  holder  of  a  note  who  takes  it  with  a  knowledge  that  it  be- 
longed to  another,  can  stand  in  no  better  situation  than  the  pur- 
chaser of  a  chattel  who  knew  that  the  title  was  not  in  his  vendor, 
but  in  a  third  person.  Looking  to  the  equity  of  the  respective 
parties  claiming  the  notes,  I  can  have  no  doubt  how  I  should  de- 
cide between  them.  It  is  apparent  from  the  facts  disclosed  in  the 
case,  that  Johnson  did  not  become  the  indorser  of  Carman  upon 
the  faith  of  his  being  the  owner  of  the  notes.  I  infer  that  they 
were  not  even  in  existence  at  the  time  of  such  indorsement.  It 
is  clear,  then,  that  no  reliance  was  placed  upon  the  notes  as  a 
means  of  enabling  Carman  to  afford  protection  to  Johnson  against 
his  indorsement  To  take  them  from  him,  therefore,  withdraws 
no  means  to  which  he  had  a  right  to  look  as  a  source  of  indemni- 
ty against  his  contingent  liability.  The  case  is  widely  different 
as  to  the  other  parties.  If  they  lose  the  notes,  they  are  deprived 
of  what  they  expressly  contracted  for,  and  upon  the  faith  of  which 
they  agreed  to  part  with  the  title  to  their  land.  The  transfer  of 
the  notes  by  Carman  was  a  most  fraudulent  breach  of  his  trust ; 
and  there  is  strong  reason  to  believe  that  Johnson  must  have  known 
from  the  face  of  the  notes  that  Carman  held  them  in  trust  If  this 
were  evident,  there  could  be  no  doubt  about  Johnson's  liability  to 
account  for  the  notes  or  their  proceeds.  It  is  a  well  settled  princi- 
ple in  equity,  that  a  purchaser  of  property  from  one  holding  it  in 
trust,  knowing  that  fact,  becomes  ipso  facto  a  trustee,  liable  to  the 
cestui  que  trusty  to  the  same  extent  as  the  original  trustee.  From 
every  view  which  I  have  been  able  to  take  of  the  case,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  Johnson  did  not  acquire  any  title  to  the  notes  in  ques- 
tion as  against  the  complainants  in  the  cross  bill.  I  shall  accord- 
ingly declare  that  Johnson  shall  deliver  over  the  notes,  if  he  has 
any,  and  if  collected  that  he  account  for  the  proceeds ;  that  Floyd 
and  others  be  permitted  to  prosecute  for  their  use  the  judgment 
recovered  against  Holmes,  in  the  name  of  Carman,  and  that  a 
commissioner  be  appointed  to  make  title  to  Holmes  of  the  land 
bought  from  Carman  cus  agent  Let  the  case  be  referred  to  a  com- 
missioner to  report,  d&c. 
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Moses  M.  Fallen  v.  The  Agricultural  Bank. 

Wheie  a  jadgment  debtor,  for  a  yaluable  eoniideradon,  selk  a  portion  of  the  propeity 
covered  by  the  judgment  to  a  third  party,  and  subsequently  sells  the  remainder  of 
the  property  covered  by  the  judgment  to  another  purchaser,  a  court  of  equity  will 
direct  the  execution  to  be  first  levied  on  the  property  last  sold;  if  that  prove  insuf- 
ficient to  satisfy  the  execution,  the  same  may  then  be  levied  on  the  property  first 
sold. 

In  the  month  of  May,  1837,  the  Agricultural  Bank  obtained 
judgment  against  Thomas  J.  Randolph,  who  owned  several  town 
lots  in  the  city  of  Vicksburg,  all  of  which  were  subject  to  this 
judgment.  Before  the  judgment  was  satisfied,  Randolph  sold  one 
of  the  lots  to  Moses  M.  Pallen,  ^and  subsequently  sold  the  other 
lots  to  other  persons.  Execution  then  issued  on  the  judgment, 
and  was  levied  on  the  lot  sold  to  Pallen.  Pallen  filed  his  bill, 
and  obtained  an  injunction.    To  this  bill  the  bank  demurred. 

H.  S.  EusTis  for  the  demurrer. 

The  case  of  Clowes  v.  Dickenson,  6  J.  C.  R.  239,  which  will 
be  strongly  relied  on  by  complainants,  is  certainly  not  a  fair  case 
to  show  how  far  a  court  of  equity  will  limit  and  restrain  thefights 
of  a  judgment  creditor.  The  facts  of  the  case  show  that  the 
owner  of  the  judgment  had  purchased  all  the  other  real  estate  of 
the  judgment  debtor  at  a  sheriff 's  sale,  at  which  it  was  expressly 
announced  that  the  lands  he  so  bought  were  subject  to  the  judg- 
ment. He  then  buys  the  judgment,  and  sells  the  lots  of  complain- 
ants. Four  years  elapse,  and  complainants  file  their  bill,  seeking 
what? — ^not  to  injoin  a  bona  fide  judgment  creditor  from  pursuing 
a  right  given  him  by  law, — ^but  to  be  relieved  from  the  sale,  upon 
paying  a  proportion  of  the  incumbrance  which  existed  when  they 
purchased.  It  must,  therefore,  be  regarded  as  a  decision  rather 
of  rights  of  purchasers  between  themselves,  than  of  the  rights  of 
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purchasers  against  a  judgment  creditor.  And  we  do  not  contro- 
vert the  position,  that  as  between  the  grantees,  the  last  alienee 
must  bear  the  loss.  It  is  true,  Chancellor  Kent  in  this  case  says, 
"when  Kimberly's  judgment  was  about  to  be  inforced  in  February, 
1813,  against  the  two  lots  of  the  plaintiff,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  the  plaintiff  might,  by  application  to  this  court,  have  had  that 
sale  stayed,  and  have  turned  the  defendants  as  owners  of  that 
judgment  upon  the  other  lands." 

We  shall  show  that  when  the  occasion  was  presented,  and  he 
was  called  upon  for  such  action  as  he  had  promised,  that  Chan- 
cellor Kent  changed  his  opinion.  I 

The  case  of  Green  v,  Knapp,  6  Paige's  R  38,  in  which  Chan-  I 

cellor  Walworth  repeats  the  opinion  of  Chancellor  Kent,  is  also  i 

a  question  of  the  rights  of  the  several  grantees  amongst  them- 
selves. The  bill  to  foreclose  did  not  single  out  and  seize  any  one  I 
parcel  of  land,  but  the  whole,  and  brought  all  the  parties  into 
court  When  they  were  all  there,  the  court  said  as  before,  the  last 
alienee  shall  bear  the  loss.  The  question  did  not  arise  as  to  the 
right  of  the  mortgagor  to  seize  any  one  parcel. 

The  same  is  true  in  the  case  in  2  Desaus.  560.  An  annuity 
upon  real  estate.  All  sold  but  one  house.  When  that  was  sold 
there  was  a  specific  agreement  that  it  should  be  bound  for  the  an- 
nuity, and  a  portion  of  the  purchase  money  retained  to  pay  the 
annuity.  A  bill  was  filed  by  the  annuitant  against  the  purchaser 
of  this  house,  and  an  amended  bill  made  the  other  purchasers 
parties.  Decree  that  as  between  these  purchasers  the  house 
was  ftrst  boimd;  but  there  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  show  that  the 
annuitant,  if  not  apprized  of  the  agreement,  might  not  have  pro- 
ceeded against  any  other  parcel. 

We  shall  now  show  that  when  the  case  came  before  Chancellor 
Kent  on  a  state  of  facts  analogous  to  these  in  the  case  at  bar,  and 
he  was  desired  to  do  as  he  had  promised  in  his  dictmn  in  the  case 
of  Clowes  V.  Dickenson,  he  was  of  another  opinion. 

In  the  case  of  Avery  v.  Patten,  7  J.  C.  R.  ,  the  complainants 
purchased  lands  of  a  judgment  debtor,  leaving  him  possessed  of 
other  lands,  which  remained  in  his  possession  for  years  after.  An 
old  judgment,  which  they  alleged  was  collusive  and  firaudulent, 
but  failed  to  prove  it,  was  set  in  motion  against  them,  and  their 
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land  advertised  for  sale.  They  state  these  facts,  and  pray  that  the 
judgment  be  entered  satisfied;  or  if  not,  that  upon  their  paying  it, 
that  it  be  assigned  to  them  to  run  it  for  contribution  against  the 
other  lands;  that  the  judgment  be  injoined  against  their  lots,  and 
for  general  relief.  Chancellor  Kent  says  in  his  opinion  in  this 
case,  there  is  no  question  between  the  parties  to  this  suit:  the 
plaintiff*  in  the  suit  at  law  is  pursuing  his  lawful  rights,  is  with- 
out censure,  and  he  dissolves  the  injunction  and  dismisses  the  bill. 
The  intimation  is,  that  when  the  complainants  have  paid  the 
judgment  creditor,  if  they  will  in  a  proper  bill  bring  the  other 
parties  who  own  the  other  lands  into  court,  he  will  give  them 
contribution.  This  is  the  case  which  we  consider  strictly  appli- 
cable to  the  case  at  bar. 

Since  the  argument  in  court,  I  have  examined  the  case  of 
Thompson  and  Wife  v.  Murray  and  Wife,  2  Hill^s  Chan.  R.  213. 
It  rather  strengthens  than  conflicts  with  our  position.  The  judg- 
ment debtor,  it  appears  in  that  record,  is  a  solvent  person,  and  the 
judgment  might  have  been  made  out  of  him.  But  there  was  no 
attempt  to  injoin  the  judgment  creditor — he  is  not  even  named. 
But  it  appearing  to  the  court  that  one  of  the  donees  had  paid  the 
debt,  instead  of  directing  the  judgment  against  the  solvent  judg- 
ment debtor,  the  person  so  paying  is  a  volunteer,.has  paid  without 
necessity,  and  is  not  entitled  to  contribution  from  the  other  donees, 
who  are  made  parties:  and  says  the  chancellor  in  his  decree  be- 
low, page  210,  "if  the  bills  of  sale  set  forth  the  real  terms  of  the 
transfer,  then  these  plaintiffs  have  ample  remedy,  if  Richard 
Connoly  be  solvent,  and  there  is  no  allegation  in  the  bill  of  his 
insolvency.  This,  then,  is  also  a  case  in  which  the  question  is  as 
to  equities  amongst  the  grantees,  and  not  as  between  them  and 
the  judgment  debtor.  It  is  true  the  court  say  the  creditor  would 
be  forced,  on  a  proper  application,  to  exhaust  the  donor's  estate, 
before  he  would  be  allowed  to  go  against  property  which  his 
debtor  had  given  away."  This  is  a  dictum,  but  still  we  do  not 
question  it.  It  is  but  justice  and  equity,  that  while  the  judgment 
debtor  has  property  in  possession,  that  the  judgment  creditor 
should  first  exhaust  that.  He  is  the  party  contracted  with — the 
person  naturally  to  be  looked  to  for  payment;  and  to  first  seize  that 
Vol.  1^36 
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which  is  possessed  by  others,  would,  upon  its  face,  look  like  an 
intent  to  harass  and  defraud. 
The  foregoing  cases,  I  think,  clearly  establish  these  principles: 

1.  That  a  judgment  creditor,  in  the  absence  of  request  or  point- 
ing out  by  the  judgment  debtor  of  his  aUenees,  has  a  clear  right 
to  run  his  execution  against  any  parcel  of  the  aliened  property 
when  it  is  all  aliened. 

2.  If  there  be  any  in  possession  of  the  debtor,  he  ought  clearly 
to  exhaust  that  first. 

3.  That  if  perchance  he  had  levied  on  the  property  last  aliened, 
that  party  would  have  no  right  to  contribution  from  the  others. 
Any  other  one  would  have  a  right  to  contribution,  but  from  those 
only  who  purchased  what  he  left. 

4.  That  the  complainants  in  this  case  may  have  a  right  to  con- 
tribution at  any  rate,  and  if  the  case  of  Clowes  v.  Dickinson  be 
correct  in  its  full  extent,  then  they  have  a  right  to  be  reimbursed 
in  full  out  of  the  parcels  of  property  last  sold,  upon  a  proper  ap- 
plication to  this  court,  making  the  owners  parties. 

The  court  is  reminded  that  the  lien  of  judgments  has  by  the 
High  Court  been  assimilated  to  the  lien  of  a  mortgage.  In  Tay- 
lor V.  Porter,  7  Mass.  356,  Judge  Parsons  says,  each  close  is  liable 
for  the  whole  money.  In  Cheeseborough  v.  Millard,  1  J.  C.  R. 
Chancellor  Kent  uses  the  expression,  if  the  mortgagee  elect  to 
take  the  whole  out  of  one  parcel,  d&c. 

Finally,  for  the  fundamental  principles  involved  in  this  case,  the 
court  is  referred  to  the  case  of  Wright  v.  Sampson,  6  Tes,  726, 
opinion  of  Lord  Eldon,  in  which  it  is  decided  that  when  a  person 
having  two  funds  is  driven  to  one,  it  is  because  he  cannot  give  the 
other  creditor  the  benefit  of  that  fund  by  subrogation,  and  without 
it  he  would  sufier  a  loss.  There  is  no  danger  of  that  in  the  case 
at  bar.  He  can  get  it  back  from  the  owners  of  the  other  lands 
on  proper  application,  if  he  pays  us;  or  at  all  events  the  contribu- 
tion will  leave  him,  according  to  his  own  showing  of  the  vastness 
of  the  property  liable,  but  a  minimum  loss;  and  if  he  would  have 
prevented  this,  he  should  have  given  notice  to  the  judgment  cred- 
itor what  to  levy  on,  and  then  have  brought  all  the  parties  into  court, 
so  that  this  court  could  have  decreed  instant  payment  to  us  by 
some  of  them.    For  the  other  important  point  laid  down  by  Lord 
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Eldon  is,  that  there  must  be  a  sure  and  immediate  fund  to  turn 
the  party  over  to.  The  bill  is  therefore  insufficient  in  not  showing 
sach  a  Aind  to  be  available,  nor  making  the  owners  of  the  other  lots 
parties.    The  ]dirase  of  Chancellor  Kent,  ^he  sits  in  the  seat  of  his 

grantor,"  is  borrowed  from in  Sir  William  Herbert's  case,  in 

Coke's  Reports,  where  it  is  applied  to  an  heir,  who,  as  he  derives 
the  benefits  without  toil,  is  unquestionably  morally  boimd  for  the 
debts  of  his  ancestor,  which  is  not  true  of  a  purchaser  in  the  ab- 
sence of  an  express  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of  his  grantor.  Ex 
parte  Kendall,  17  Tesey,  627,  is  another  opinion  of  Lord  Eldon 
bearing  on  the  case,  where  he  refuses  to  turn  them  over  to  a  par- 
ticular fund  in  bankruptcy,  unless  in  suing  they  could  have  been 
turned  in  that  direction  first    See  the  close  of  the  opinion. 

A  judgment  is  a  lien  upon  every  kind  of  right  vested  in  the  debtor, 
at  the  time  of  the  judgment    Carkhuff  v.  Anderson,  3  Binney,  9. 

Marshalling  assets  is  never  done  except  where  it  can  be  done 
without  injustice  to  the  other  creditor.  1  Story's  Eq.  628.  Nor 
is  it  applied  in  iavor  of  persons  who  are  not  common  creditors  of 
the  same  common  debtor.  If  I  have  a  judgment  against  A.  and 
B.  and  another  have  a  judgment  against  A.  only,  he  cannot  com- 
pel me  to  make  my  debt  out  of  B.  only.    Lord  Eldon,  17  Yes. 

George  S.  Yerger  contra. 

The  bank  levied  an  execution  against  Randolph  on  property 
which  Fallen,  subsequent  to  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  pur- 
chased of  Randolph.  The  bill  alleges  that  there  was  plenty  of 
property  to  satisfy  the  judgment  owned  by  Randolph,  at  the 
time  of  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  and  which  was  sold  by 
Randoli^  after  he  sold  to  Fallen ;  which  property  is  specifically 
pointed  out  in  the  bill.    The  bill  is  demurred  to. 

That  the  court,  in  such  case,  will  enjoin  the  sale  and  compel  the 
execution  creditor  to  sell  the  property  conveyed  last,  is  well  set- 
tled. 6  John.  Ch.  Rep.  244 ;  2  Dess.  661 ;  9  Cowen's  Rep.  403 ; 
Guion  V.  Knapp,  6  Faige  Rep.  36;  Collins  v.  Drake,  4  Howard. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  complainant  states  that  he  is  the  owner  of  a  town  lot  in 
Yicksburg,  the  title  to  which  is  derived  through  a  judgment  debtor, 
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\9bo  at  the  time  of  the  sale  thereof  is  alleged  to  have  held  other 
real  estate  more  than  Siifficient  to  satisfy  the  judgment;  but  that 
the  same  was  afterwards  sold  out  to  dijSerent  successive  pur- 
chasers, which,  however,  the  complainant  insists  is  primarily  lia- 
ble to  the  lien  of  that  judgment,  and  must  be  resorted  to  before 
the  lot  in  his  hands  can  be  subjected.  To  that  end  he  obtained 
in  vacation  an  injunction  against  the  judgment  creditors,  who  now 
demur  generally  to  the  bill. 

I  have  heretofore  decided  the  principal  question  raised  by  the 
demurrer;  but  as  the  correctness  of  that  opinion  has  been  ques- 
tioned by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  in  an  argument  of  much 
ability  and  research,  I  have  been  induced  to  re-examine  the  au- 
thorities, and  to  carefully  review  the  grounds  upon  which  I  placed 
it.  I  may  state  at  once,  that  I  placed  the  opinion  heretofore  ex- 
pressed upon  the  broad  principles  which  govern  courts  of  equity 
in  marshalling  securities  between  parties  having  different  equities 
upon  the  same  things.  I  am  unable  to  perceive  any  solid  distinc- 
tion between  the  current  of  cases  on  that  subject,  and  the  one  now 
before  me.  The  general  principle  is,  that  where  one  party  has  a 
lien  on,  or  interest  in  two  estates,  and  another  has  a  lien  on,  or 
interest  in  one  of  those  estates  only,  the  latter  is  entitled  to  throw 
the  former  upon  that  estate  which  he  cannot  reach,  if  that  be  ne- 
cessary to  adjust  the  rights  of  both  parties;  and  can  be  done  with- 
out prejudice  to  him  who  holds  the  double  security. 

In  administering  these  equities,  the  court  does  not  assume  to 
divest  or  postpone  a  prior  incumbrance,  but  simply  to  so  apply  it 
and  limit  it,  that  equal  justice  may  be  done  to  all  concerned  in 
the  fund  to  which  it  attaches.  I  can  see  no  reason  in  favor  of  lim- 
iting the  doctrine  to  mere  incumbrances.  It  can  have  no  neces- 
sary dependence  upon  the  character  of  the  interest  or  title  of  the 
claimants;  it  rests  upon  the.  intrinsic  justice  and  morality  of  the 
maxim  that  a  party  shall  so  exercise  his  own  rights  as  not  to  do 
unnecessary  injury  to  those  of  others.  Why  should  not  the  rule 
be  extended  to  a  purchaser?  The  claims  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
are  certainly  entitled  to  as  much  consideration,  in  equity,  as  those 
of  a  mere  incumbrancer.  Why  should  a  judgment  creditor  be 
permitted  to  pursue  property  into  the  hands  of  a  subsequent  pur- 
chaser, when  sufficient  remained  in  the  hands  of  his  debtor  to  sat- 
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iaiy  his  claim?  The  extent  of  his  equity  against  his  debtor  is^ 
have  his  judgment  paid;  tf  this  can  be  done  without  trenching 
upon  the  rights  ol  others  equally  meritorious,  a  coiut  of  equity 
should  so  order  it  Tbete  can  be  no  reason  for  enforcing  the 
judgment  against  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the  purchasers,  and 
then  turning  him  round,  for  indemnity,  upon  the  yery  property  of 
the  debtor  which  should  hare  been  applied  to  its  payment  The 
spirit  of  equity  does  not  tolerate  this  round  of  embairassing  litiga- 
tion,  and  especially  where  more  comidete  justice  can  be  done  be- 
tween the  parties  by  a  more  direct  and  simple  process.  But  the 
right  of  a  purchaser  in  such  case  does  not  depend  upon  general 
principles  alone;  there  are  several  cases  \iHbere  the  question  has 
been  directly  adjudged. 

In  the  case  of  Clowes  v.  Dickinson,  5  John.  Ch.  Rep.  the  com- 
|dainant  had  purchased  of  one  Tanderheyden  two  lots  in  the  city 
of  Troy.  At  the  time  of  the  sale  there  was  a  prior  unsatisfied 
judgment  against  the  vendor,  under  which  the  lots  were  sold  to 
the  defendant  in  that  case.  The  bill  prayed  either  for  a  re-con- 
veyance of  the  lots,  or  for  compensation  for  their  value.  Chan- 
cellor Kent  most  distinctly  recognized  the  right  of  a  purchaser 
from  a  judgment  debtor  to  compel  the  creditor  to  resort  to  other 
property  of  the  debtor,  provided  sufficient  remained  for  the  satis- 
&ction  of  his  judgment  It  was  said,  however,  in  argument  in 
this  case,  that  the  question  as  to  such  right  was  not  before  the 
court,  and  that  when  it  came  up  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Avery . 
V,  Patton,  7  John.  Ch.  Rep.  211,  the  right  of  a  subsequent  pur- 
chaser to  stay  the  hand  of  the  creditor,  upon  such  ground,  was 
utterly  denied.  I  think  a  reference  to  that  case  will  show  that  this 
is  an  entire  misapprehension  of  the  question  there  raised,  and  of 
Ae  grounds  upon  which  the  decision  was  placed.  The  case  was  «^ 
this:  the  complainants  derived  title  to  a  tract  of  land  under  a  judg- 
ment debtor;  the  bill  alleged  that  at  the  time  of  the  sale  by  him 
he  was  the  owner  of  other  lands  which  were  subsequently  passed 
into  the  hands  of  other  purchasers.  The  bill  was  filed  against  f 
a  judgment  creditor,  and  prayed  for  an  assignment  of  the  judg- 
ment upon  payment,  Aat  they  might  make  the  owners  of  the  othei? 
lands  bound  by  the  judgment  pay  a  just  proportion  of  it  There 
was  no  allegation  that  those  other  lands  were  sufficient  to  satisfy 

36* 
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tin  claim;  and  it  was  said  in  argument,  that  it  would  require  all 
the  lands,  that  the  debtor  owned,  for  the  purpose.  The  chancel- 
lor, in  looking  to  the  scope  and  purpose  of  the  bill,  said,  '^all  that 
the  plaintiffs  seem  to  claim,  is  a  right  of  contribution  against  the 
owners  of  the  other  lands."  This  he  held  could  not  be  decreed, 
because  the  other  persons  interested  in  the  lands,  said  to  be  bound 
by  the  judgment,  were  not  before  the  court  And  he  refused  to 
direct  an  assignment  of  the  judgment,  because  he  could  not  deter- 
mine in  that  case  the  extent  to  which  the  other  owners  should 
contribute,  and  that  a  partial  and  oppressive  use  might  be  made  of 
the  judgment  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  in  that  case.  It  will 
thus  appear,  that  no  principle  was  settled  in  that  case,  applicable 
to  the  one  before  me. 

I  find  that  the  case  of  Clowes  v.  Dickinson,  before  referred  to, 
was  taken  up  by  appeal ;  and  although  the  decision  of  the  chan- 
cellor was  reversed  upon  other  grounds,  yet  the  principles  upon 
which  he  placed  the  rights  of  the  complainant  are  most  distinctly 
admitted.  Justice  Woodworth,  as  to  the  question  of  relief  to  which 
the  complainant  was  entitled,  says  :  "  There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
had  he  applied,  either  to  the  supreme  court  or  the  court  of  chan* 
eery,  they  would  have  directed  the  execution  of  Kimberly  to  be 
levied  on  the  property  of  Vanderheyden,  not  including  the  two 
lots.  When  that  property  was  exhausted,  and  found  not  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  execution,  then,  and  not  till  then,  should  the  lots 
conveyed  to  the  appellant  have  been  sold,  to  make  up  the  deficien- 
cy." "  This  he  says,"  is  a  clear  principle  of  equity,  established  by 
all  the  authorities ;  and  approves  itself  to  the  plainest  principles  of 
natural  justice."  9  Cow.  Rep.  405.  So  in  the  case  of  Averall  v. 
Wade,  Lloyd  <fc  Goold.  Rep.  252 ;  cited  in  1  Story's  Eq.  589,  note. 
Where  a  judgment  debtor  was  seized  of  several  estates,  and  con- 
veyed one  of  them  for  valuable  consideration  and  subsequently 
confessed  other  judgments,  Lord  Chancellor  Sugden  held  that  the 
prior  judgment  should  be  thrown  upon  the  estates  remaining  in 
the  hands  of  the  debtor,  and  that  the  subsequent  judgment  credi- 
tors had  no  right  to  contribution  against  the  purchaser.  In  the 
case  of  Guion  v.  Knapp,  6  Paige,  Ch.  Rep.  35,  the  same  general 
principles  are  admitted.  It  was  held  in  that  case,  that  where  a 
mortgagor  sells  a  part  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  the  remainder 
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of  such  premises  in  his  hands  are  primarily  liable  in  equity  for  the 
satisfaction  of  the  mortgage  debt,  and  that  if  a  mortgagee  with 
knowledge  of  such  sale  releases  the  other  mortgage  property,  he 
will  not  be  permitted  to  pursue  that  which  had  passed  into  the 
hands  of  a  purchaser.  It  was  also  held  in  that  case,  that  property 
sold  by  the  mortgagor  at  different  times,  and  to  different  persons, 
was  liable  in  the  inverse  order  of  alienation,  commencing  with  the 
last,  and  proceeding  to  the  first  sale.  In  the  case  of  Thompson  v, 
Murray,  2  Hill's  Ch.  Rep.  213,  it  was  said  that  even  a  creditor  of 
a  party  who  had  given  away  a  portion  of  his  estate,  would  in 
equity  be  compelled  to  exhaust  the  property  of  the  donor  before 
he  would  be  allowed  to  go  against  the  property  so  passed  into  the 
hands  of  the  donee.  The  doctrine  of  these  cases  rests  upon  the 
most  obvious  principle  of  distributive  justice ;  that  of  doing  equal 
equity  to  all  parties  concerned.  Here  the  complainant  alleges  that 
at  the  time  of  the  sale  of  the  lot  in  question,  there  remained  in  the 
hands  of  the  judgment  debtor  other  real  estate  of  value  greatly 
above  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  which  gave  a  lien  upon  the 
whole  of  them;  but  which  was  subsequently  passed  into  the  hands 
of  successive  purchasers.  The  property  is  particularly  designa- 
ted and  pointed  out  to  the  judgment  creditor.  That  the  complain- 
ant would  have  a  right  to  go  against  all  the  purchasers  behind  him, 
commencing  with  the  last,  is  I  think  placed  beyond  doubt,  both 
upon  principle  and  authority.  If  then  the  judgment  creditor  is 
compelled,  for  the  satisfaction  of  his  judgment,  to  go  against  a 
purchaser  from  his  debtor,  I  can  see  no  reason  why  he  should  not 
be  compelled  to  proceed  against  the  one  upon  whom  equity  would 
ultimately  throw  the  burden  in  adjusting  the  equities  of  the  succes- 
sive purchasers.  Under  these  views,  I  am  of  opinion  the  demurrer 
must  be  overruled,  with  leave  to  the  defendant  to  answer. 
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Althoagh,  M  a  general  rale,  the  father  b  entitled  to  the  lerTioei  and  eaminga  of  hb 
ckildien  during  their  minority,  resulting  from  his  obligation  to  snppcnrt  them,  this  is 
a  privilege  which  the  &ther  may  waive  at  his  pleasure,  or  which  may  be  extinguished 
by  operation  of  law. 

Where  there  is  evidence  of  any  distinct  act  of  emancipation  on  the  part  of  the  fitthet^— 
.as  by  sending  a  son  forth  to  shift  for  himself-— neither  he  nor  his  creditors  will  be 
permitted  to  assert  any  right  to  the  subsequent  earnings  of  the  duld  so  emancipated. 

A  conveyance  by  a  father  (who  was  largely  indebted  at  the  time,)  to  a  minor  son,  in 
consideration  of  past  services  of  the  son,  for  which  the  father  had  agreed  to  com- 
pensate him,  cannot  be  sustained  against  the  creditors  of  the  fiither.  The  convey- 
ance would  be  binding  as  between  the  father  and  son,  but  would  be  regarded  as 
purely  voluntary  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  father. 

Where  the  son  during  his  minority  was  a  married  man,  and  continued  in  the  service 
of  his  father  subsequent  to  such  marriage ;  held,  that  this,  of  itself  was  a  I^gal 
emancipation,  and  entitled  the  son  to  the  proceeds  of  his  labor  independent  of  any 
act  of  emancipation  on  the  part  of  the  fttber.  A  bona  Jide  contract  made  by  the 
ftiher  with  his  son,  under  such  drcnmstances^  would  be  good  against  the  othar 
creditors  of  the  &ther. 

A  married  man,  although  a  minor,  has  control  over  his  own  actions,  and  is  entitled  to 
apply  the  proceeds  of  his  labor  to  the  support  of  his  fiunily. 

A  minor  son  worked  for  his  father  four  or  five  years  after  his  marriage,  with  the  verbal 
understanding  that  he  was  "on  wages  ;'*  but  there  was  no  agreement  as  to  the 
amount  of  wages  to  be  paid,  nor  was  there  any  settlement  between  dxem  until  the 
fhther  became  embarrassed,  hard  pressed  by  his  creditors,  and  was  on  the  verge  of 
bankruptcy  ;  a  settlement  then  took  place,  and  a  balance  struck  in  fitvor  of  the  eon 
for  four  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  and  the  father  conveyed  to  the  son  a  tract 
of  land,  valued  at  eight  thousand  dollars,  in  payment  of  his  services;  the  father  and 
son  continued  to  occupy  the  land  jointly;  the  title  of  the  father  to  the  land,  and 
the  conveyance  to  the  son,  were  both  registered  at  the  same  time.  After  the  con- 
veyance to  the  son,  the  father  conveyed  the  same  land  in  trust  to  indemnify  a  pei^ 
son  who  was  his  surety  upon  the  very  claims  which  the  complainants  in  this  bill 
were  seeking  to  enforce ;  held,  ti^it  these  circumstances  were  evidence  of  fraud, 
notwithstanding  the  general  denial  of  fraud  by  the  defendants,  in  their  answer;  that 
the  conveyance  from  the  father  to  the  son  was  therefore  void,  and  the  property  sub- 
ject to  the  judgment  creditora  of  the  father. 
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The  history  of  this  case  will  sufficiently  appear  from  the  briefe 
of  counsel  and  the  opinion  of  the  chancellor. 

Wilkinson  and  Miles  for  complainants.  # 

This  bill  is  filed  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  a  deed  as 
fraudulent,  made  by  defendant,  John  Grissom,  to  William  Gris- 
som. 

The  answers  of  defendants  deny  all  fraud,  and  it  remains  for 
this  court  to  say,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  developed  in 
the  progress  of  this  cause,  it  will  not  adjudge  the  deed  fraudulent, 
notwithstanding  the  general  denial  contained  in  the  answer. 
That  "fraud  will  never  be  presumed,"  we  know  to  be  a  cherished 
maxim  of  the  law.  But  at  the  same  time,  we  respectfully  insist, 
that  if  upon  the  facts  as  they  appear  by  the  pleadings  and  proof, 
a  fraudulent  intent  is  manifested,  it  is  the  duty  of  a  court  of  equity 
to  declare  the  deed  void  for  fraud.  1  John.  Ch.  R.  481-487;  2 
John.  Ch.  R.  297-304;  2  John.  Ch.  R.  43-48;  18  John.  Rep.  426; 
1  Day's  Conn.  Rep.  295. 

Prom  exhibits  C.  and  D.  to  the  bill,  it  appears  that  the  deed  from 
Bland  to  John  Grissom,  and  the  deed  from  John  to  William  Gris- 
som,  were  both  filed  for  record  on  the  same  day,  and  were  ex- 
ecuted within  a  few  days  of  each  other.  The  rapidity  with  which 
these  conveyances  were  made,  especially  when  it  is  considered 
that  they  were  made  by  a  father  to  his  son,  the  father  being  insol- 
vent, and  that  fact  known  to  the  son,  ftirnishes  controlling  evidence 
of  a  fraudulent  intent.  It  is  to  this  extent,  and  in  this  sense,  that 
the  remark  of  Lord  Hardwick  is  to  be  understood,  when  he  said, 
"fraud  may  be  presumed  from  the  circumstances  and  condition  of 
the  parties  contracting."  Chesterfield  v.  Jansevar,  2  Vesey,  255-6. 
See,  also,  18  Vesey,  483. 

The  considemtion  disclosed  by  the  answer  is  not  sufficient  to 
support  the  deed.  It  seems  that  three  thousand  nine  hundred 
dollars,  of  the  eight  thousand  dollars  agreed  to  be  given  for  the 
land,  was  allowed  as  a  credit  to  William  Grissom  for  services  he 
had  rendered  his  father  as  overseer.  The  proof  in  the  cause 
chows,  that  during  all  that  time,  except  one  year,  William  Grissom 
was  a  minor.  It  need  not  be  argued  that  the  father  was  entitled 
to  the  services  of  his  son,  until  he  arrived  at  maturity.    How  then 
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can  a  fund,  which  in  law  belonged  to  John  Grissom,  be  set  up  as 
a  consideration  to  support  a  deed  from  John  to  William  Grissom? 
William  certainly  could  not  have  recovered  by  law  the  amount  of 
kis  services  from  his  father.  Will  this  court,  then,  sanction  the 
fraudulent  appropriation  of  a  fund,  in  law  belonging  to  John 
Grissom,  and  which  by  law  should  go  in  payment  of  his  debts, 
and  make  that  very  appropriation  the  means  of  postponing  and 
defeating  the  creditors  of  John  Grissom? 

Besides,  the  answer  shows  an  abandonment  of  the  original  con- 
tract between  John  and  William  Grissom.  It  seems  that  the  ap- 
prehension of  a  levy  and  sale  induced  the  &ther  and  son  to  cancel 
the  contract;  an  agreement  being  entered  into  that  the  son  should 
still  retain  a  pro  rata  interest  in  the  land,  to  be  determined  by 
the  extent  of  his  payment.  Now  it  is  extended,  that  whatever 
may  be  the  force  and  effect  of  such  an  agreement,  as  between  the 
Grissoms,  it  has  no  binding  efficacy  as  against  the  creditors  of 
John  Grissom.  As  to  them,  it  amounts  to  a  rescission  of  the  con- 
tract, and  they  are  entitled  to  go  against  the  land. 

Again.  The  deed  purports  to  have  been  executed  by  John  to 
William  Grissom,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  eight  thousand 
dollars,  paid  in  hand.  It  is  now  attempted  to  sustain  the  deed  by 
proving  a  distinct  and  different  considerati^Hi.  This  cannot  be 
done.  2  John.  Ch.  R.  42,  43.  and  cases  there  cited.  The  same 
point  was  expressly  decided  by  this  court  at  the  last  January  term, 
in  the  case  of  D.  G.  and  R.  Moore  v.  Enoch  King  et  al. 

G.  S.  Yerger  and  R.  S.  Holt  for  respondents. 

The  complainants  allege  that  they  are  judgment  creditors  of 
the  defendant,  John  Grissom;  that,  before  the  rendition  of  their 
judgments,  John  Grissom,  by  deed,  conveyed  a  tract  of  land  to 
his  co-defendant,  William  Grissom,  who  is  his  son;  that  said  deed 
from  John  to  William  Grissom  was  made  with  intent  to  delay, 
hinder  and  defraud  the  creditors  of  said  John;  that,  though  said 
deed  recites  that  it  was  made  in  consideration  of  eight  thousand 
dollars  paid  to  the  grantor,  nothing  was  or  has  been  paid  or  secu- 
red, and  that  said  conveyance  was  intended  as  a  cloak  to  protect 
tEMtid  land  from  the  creditors  of  said  John  Grissom. 

The  defendants  generally  and  particularly  deny  the  charges  of 
fraud  contained  in  the  bill,  and  distinctly  negative  every  circam- 
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\  Stance  alleged  by  complainants  as  indicative  of  fraud  in  said  con- 

I  yeyance. 

They  say  that  said  land  was  in  good  faith  purchased  by  said 

i  William  from  said  John,  at  the  price  of  eight  thousand  dollars; 

li:  that,  on  a  settlement  between  them,  at  the  time  of  said  sale,  said 

ti  John  Grissom  was  found  to  be  indebted  to  said  William  in  the 

id  sum  of  thirty-seven  himdred  dollars,  for  services  rendered  him  by 

said  William  as  overseer,  and  for  the  hire  of  two  negroes  of  said 

»  William;   and  in  the  further  sum  of  six  hundred  dollars,  the 

J  amount  of  a  note  made  by  said  John  Grissom,  payable  to  one 

I  Miles,  who  had  transferred  it  to  said  William  Grissom;  that  these 

ii  sums  were,  in  said  sale,  treated  as  cash  paid  by  said  William  to 

f  said  John;  that  the  remainder  of  said  sum,  or  thirty-five  hundred 

I  dollars,  was  secured  by  the  note  of  said  William,  payable  to  said 

f  John  Grissom;    that,  subsequently,  they  agreed  that  this  note  j 

(  should  be  cancelled  and  given  up,  and  that  said  William  should 

abandon  all  claim  of  title  to  a  pro  rata  portion  of  said  land;  that, 

with  this  modification,  said  sale,  made  in  good  faith,  is  stfll  valid, 

and  the  title  to  said  land  still  in  said  William  Grissom. 

That  the  land  in  controversy  is  subject  to  the  judgments  of 
complainants,  to  the  extent  of  the  interest  of  John  Grissom  under 
the  modification  of  the  contract  of  sale,  is  not  denied;  but  beyond 
this  every  vestige  of  complainants'  equity  is  swept  away  by  the 
answer.  Every  circumstance  of  fraud  charged  in  the  bill  is  dis- 
tinctly and  directly  denied  by  the  answer;  and  as  it  is  a  maxim 
of  universal  application  in  this  court,  that,  when  fraud  has  been 
thus  denied,  it  must  be  fully  proven  by  the  party  alleging  it,  the 
defendants  might  have  rested  their  case  here  with  safety.  But,  to 
dissipate  every  doubt,  they  have  taken  the  deposition  of  Mr.  Bris- 
coe. By  him  it  is  proven  that  said  William  was  "in  the  employ- 
ment of  said  John  some  four  or  five  years;"  "that  he  was  on  wa- 
ges as  overseer  of  said  John;"  that  his  services  were  worth  from 
five  to  eight  hundred  dollars  per  year;  that  said  John  had  in  his 
employment  a  negro  of  said  William,  during  all  this  time,  worth 
one  hundred  dollars  per  year;  that  the  wages  of  said  William 
were  not  paid  him  as  witness  believes. 

This  testimony  proves  conclusively  that  the  deed  from  John  to 
William  Grissom  was  founded  on  a  valuable  consideration,  and 
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one  entirely  sufficient  in  law  to  sustain  it,  unless  the  intent  of 
John  Grissom  was  fraudulent,  and  known  to  be  so  by  his  vendee. 
There  is  no  proof,  either  direct  or  circumstantial,  indicating  such 
an  intent  on  the  part  of  the  grantor,  or  such  notice  on  the  part  of 
the  grantee.  On  the  contrary,  the  magnitude  of  the  price  to  be 
paid,  the  execution  of  the  note  for  the  balance,  which  rendered  it 
liable  to  attachment  in  the  hands  of  William  Grissom,  his  aban- 
donment of  a  ratable  proportion  of  the  land  when  they  agreed  to 
cancel  the  note,  are  all  circumstances  showing  that  the  transaction 
was  one  of  an  ordinary  and  legitimate  character,  and  in  which 
each  of  the  contracting  parties  looked  alone  to  the  advancement, 
by  honest  means,  of  his  legitimate  interests. 

But  complainants  will  insist  on  another  point.  Annexed  to  the 
deposition  is  an  admission  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  du- 
\  ring  the  three  first  years  of  the  time  during  which  William  Gris- 
som served  his  father  as  overseer,  he  was  a  minor,  but  that  during 
the  whole  of  that  time  he  was  a  married  man,  and  had_been^dis^ 
chargedbyjiisjather  from  all  obligation  to  serve  hina^  and  from 
all  claim  of  his  father  upon  the  proceeds  ofhis  labor.  This  qual- 
ffied  s^eenient  ijTrea^Tiywrirten  agreement  of  solicitors. 

It  will  be  urged  that  as  the  father  was,  during  the  minority  of 
his  son,  entitled  to  his  services,  the  consideration  of  the  deed  thus 
far  fails.  It  is  an  unquestionable  proposition  of  law  that  a  father 
is  entitled  to  the  services  of  his  infant  child.  But  it  is  an  equally 
undeniable  proposition  that  the  father  may  waive  or  release  this 
right  and  emancipate  his  child ;  and  that  he  has  done  so  may  be 
proven  by  circumstances,  as  well,  as  direct  evidence.  5  Wendell, 
204;  7  Cowen,  92;  8  lb.  84;  2  Mass.  115;  9  Cowen,  279;  2  Pick. 
201;  12  Pick.  113;  7  Wend.  354;  2  Kent,  19JJ-3. 

The  books  on  this  subject  speak  but  one  language.  It  is  a  part 
of  the  admission  of  fact,  indeed,  in  this  case,  that  there  had  been, 
before  the  contract  between  the  father  and  son  occurred,  the  most 
foil  and  complete  acquittal  and  release  of  all  claim  on  the  part  of 
the  former  to  the  services  of  the  latter.  Even  in  the  absence  of 
this  proof,  however,  the  facts  that  the  father  employed  the  son  "to 
serve  him  as  overseer ;"  that  he  was  "with  his  father  on  wages," 
as  proved  by  Mr.  Briscoe;  that  he  was  a  married  man,  are  all  in- 
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I  consistent  with  any  other  hjrpothesis  than  that  the  father  had 

£  released  and  abandoned  his  parental  rights. 

!  The  complainants  failing  to  impeach  the  sale  of  land,  show  no 

title  to  any  relief  whatever  in  this  court.  The  interest  of  John 
Grissom  in  this  land  is  subject  to  sale  at  law.    There  is  no  obsta- 

I  cle  in  the  way  of  a  levy  and  sale  under  execution  on  the  judgments 

fr  at  law.    The  bill  should  therefore  be  dismissed. 

t 

a  The  Chancellor. 

i  f       The  complainants,  as  judgment  creditors  of  the  defendant  John 

%  \    Grissom,  seek  to  set  aside  a  previous  conveyance  of  land  made  by 

^    him  to  his  co-defendant,  William  Grissom,  who  is  his  son.    They 
^  allege  that  such  conveyance  was  made  to  defraud  creditors,  and  that 

I  no  consideration  whatever  was  paid  or  secured  to  be  paid  therefor. 

?.  The  defendants  have  put  in  a  joint  answer,  in  which  they  deny 

;'  all  fraud,  and  state  that  thg  land  was  sold  in  good  faith,  for  the 

consideration  of  eight  thousand  dollars;  that  this  consideration  was 
made  up  in  part  by  a  claim  of  thirty-nine  hundred  dollars,  which, 
upon  a  settlement  between  them,  was  found  due  by  the  father  to 
the  son,  for  services  rendered  by  the  latter  in  the  character  of  an 
overseer,  and  for  the  hire  of  two  n^ro  women;  that  the  son  held 
a  note  on  the  father  for  six  hundred  dollars,  which  had  been  trans- 
ferred to  him  by  some  third  person, — that  these  two  sums  were 
considered  as  cash  paid;  and  that  the  remainder  was  received  in  a 
promissory  note  of  the  son  to  the  father  for  three  thousand  five 
hundred  dollars.  There  is  no  proof  whatever  of  the  existence  of 
the  note  of  which  the  son  is  said  to  have  been  the  holder,  nor  of 
the  pretended  hire  of  negroes.  The  witness  sap  that  the  son  had 
a  n^o  woman,  whose  services  were  worth  one  hundred  dollars  a 
year,  but  does  not  state  that  the  father  hired  her,  or  that  she  was 
in  his  service.  The  counsel  for  the  complainants  insist,  so  far  as 
the  consideration  of  the  deed  rests  upon  services  rendered  to  the 
fiither  by  the  son  during  his  minority,  that  it  is  wholly  insufficient 
as  against  the  creditors  of  the  former.  Although  as  a  general  rule 
the  father  is  entitled  to  the  services  and  earnings  of  his  children, 
resulting  from  his  obligation  to  support  them,  yet  this  is  a  privi- 
l^e  which  the  father  may  waive  at  his  pleasure,  or  which  may  be 
extinguished  by  operation  of  law.    Such  waiver  may  result  from 
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an  express  agreement  to  that  effect,  on  the  part  of  the  fathei^,  or 
may  be  implied,  from  the  fact  that  the  conduct  of  the  father  went 
V  to  recognize  the  minor  child  as  a  person  sui  juris.    And  where 
\  there  is  evidence  of  any  distinct  act  of  emancipation  on  the  part 
\  of  the  father,  as  by  sending  a  son  forth  to  shift  for  himself  neither 
tie  nor  his  creditors  will  be  permitted  to  assert  any  right  to  the 
subsequent  earnings  of  the  child  so  emancipated.    Manchester 
V,  Smith,  12  Pick.  Rep.  113;  Nightingale  v.  Withington,  16  Mass. 
Rep.  2T2\  Burlingame  v.  Burlingame,  7  Cow.  Rep.  93;  Shute  v. 
Dorr,  6.  Wend.  Rep.  206.    These,  however,  were  all  cases  where 
the  minor  had  been  permitted  by  the  father  to  make  contracts  with 
third  persons  on  his  own  account  for  compensation  for  his  services. 
And  I  should  much  doubt  whether  a  conveyance  by  a  father  who 
was  largely  indebted  at  the  time  to  a  minor  son,  in  consideration 
of  past  services  of  the  son,  for  which  the  father  had  agreed  to  com- 
pensate him,  could  be  sustained  against  the  creditors  of  the  latter; 
for  in  general  the  law  considers  the  child  as  the  servant  of  the 
parent,  and  as  laboring  for  him,  and  a  promise  by  the  fiither  to  pay 
for  such  services,  although  it  might  be  binding  on  him;  should,  it 
seems  to  me,  be  regarded  as  purely  voluntary  as  against  his  cred- 
itors.   Brown  et  al  v.  McDonald,  1  Hill's  Chan.  Rep.  306.    Any 
other  rule  might  lead  to  the  practice  of  the  grossest  fraud  upon 
creditors.    It  would  only  be  necessary  for  a  debtor  of  doubtful 
solvency,  having  a  number  of  minor  children,  to  make  a  contract 
with  each,  to  pay  him  so  much  for  his  services;  and  then  by  way 
of  payment,  make  a  conveyance  of  his  whole  estate  to  them,  and 
thus  bid  defiance  to  his  other  creditors.    This  would  be  a  new 
mode  of  giving  validity  to  family  settlements.    If  William  Gris- 
som,  while  engaged  in  superintending  the  plantation  of  his  father, 
during  his  minority,  had  no  other  claim  to  compensation  than  that 
growing  out  of  a  mere  agreement  with  his  father,  I  should  hold 
that  the  conveyance  to  him  so  far  as  it  depended  upon  such  s^- 
vices,  was  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  fitther.    It  is  in  evi- 
dence, however,  that  during  the  period  of  his  services  he  was  a 
I  married  man;  this  was  of  itself  a  legal  emancipation,  anjj  entitled 
/   him  to  the  proceeds  of  his  labor  independent  of  any  act  of  eman- 
/    cipation  on  the  part  of  the  &ther.    If  then  the  father  ccmtracted 
I    to  pay  him  for  such  services  he  would  be  bound  to 'do  so,  and  other 
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creditors  could  not  complain.  When  a  man  marries,  he  necessa- 
rily takes  upon  himself  th'e  care  and  support  of  his  family;  and 
it  is  essential  to  the  very  structure  and  independence  of  civil  so- 
ciety, that  he  should,  notwithstanding  his  minority,  have  control 
over  his  own  actions,  and  be  entitled  to  apply  the  proceeds  of  his 
labor  to  the  support  of  his  family;  and  so  I  understand  the  law  to 
have  been  settled.  13  Mass.  Rep.  469;  Taunton  v.  Plymouth,  16 
Mass.  194,  203;  7  Am.  Com.  Law,  180.  The  question  then  is, 
does  the  testimony  establish  any  contract  between  the  father  and 
son,  with  reference  to  the  labor  of  the  latter.  There  is  but  one 
witness  on  the  subject,  who  states  that  he  knows  the  son  acted  as 
overseer  for  the  father  for  "  jomc  four  or  five  years,"  and  that  he 
understood* from  the  father  that  the  son  "was  on  wages."  When 
these  services  commenced  or  terminated,  or  what  sum  was  to  be 
paid  therefor,  is  not  stated.  This  testimony  is  very  vague  and 
unsatisfactory;  and  if  the  validity  of  the  deed  depended  solely 
upon  this  feature  of  the  case,  I  should  be  in  doubt  what  judgment 
to  pronounce. 

There  are,  however,  other  features  connected  with  the  convey- 
ance, which  seem  to  me  to  stamp  it  so  strongly  with  the  impress 
of  firaud  as  to  leave  no  doubt  about  its  true  character.  Among 
these  are: 

1.  The  fact  that  we  find  no  reckoning  between  the  father  and 
son  for  the  services  of  the  latter,  through  a  period  of  four  or  five 
years,  nor  until  the  former  was  greatly  embarrassed  with  his 
debts,  and  on  the  very  eve  of  total  bankruptcy.  That  the  father 
was  largely  indebted,  and  in  failing  circumstances,  at  the  time  of 
the  alleged  settlement  and  conveyance  is  admitted  by  the  answer 
of  both.      , 

2.  It  also  appears  firom  the  answer  that  the  father  has  since  con- 
tinued to  occupy  the  land,  a  part  of  the  time  in  connection  with 
his  son,  and  afterwards  under  color  of  being  his  tenant.  There 
is  no  contract  in  writing  or  other  evidence  adduced  to  show  the 
existence  or  character  of  such  tenancy.  When  the  same  was  to 
commence,  how  long  it  was  to  continue  and  upon  what  terms,  is 
left  entirely  unexplained  by  either  the  pleadings  or  proof. 

3.  The  circumstance  that  the  deed  by  which  the  father  acquired 
title  to  the  land*  in  question  was  withheld  from  record  until  the 
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conveyance  to  the  son  was  made,  and  then  both  presented  for 
registration  at  the  same  time,  would  seem  to  indicate  a  purpose  on 
the  part  of  the  father  to  conceal  his  property  from  the  eye  of  his 
creditors. 

4.  It  is  shown  that  after  the  conveyance  from  the  fafher  to  the 
son,  the  former  made  a  conveyance  of  the  same  land  in  trust  for 
the  indemnity  of  a  person  who  was  his  surety  upon  the  very 
ckims  which  the  complainants  are  seeking  to  enforce.  It  is  true 
that  it  is  stated  in  the  answer  that  the  son  knew  nothing  of  this 
latter  conveyance,  but  it  is  difficult  under  the  circumstances  to 
resist  the  opposite  conclusion.  The  son  was  then  living  with  the 
father,  and  it  would  seem  probable  that  he  was  familiar  with  his 
business  relations  and  transactions;  and  it  is  almost  iriipossible  to 
conceive  of  a  father  of  such  depravity  and  obliquity  of  moral 
principle  as  to  cheat  and  defraud  his  own  ofispring;  and  yet  such 
a  conveyance  was  not  only  a  fraud  upon  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  made,  if  the  claim  of  the  son  was  valid,  but  equally  a  fraud 
upon  the  son  himself,  if  made  without  his  consent.  To  extricate 
the  father  from  this  dilemma,  we  must  adopt  one  of  two  conclu- 
sions: (1)  either  that  tlie  conveyance  to  the  son  was  merely  color- 
able, and  that  the  title  was  considered  substantially  in  the  father, 
or  (2)  that  the  son  knew  of  and  assented  to  such  conveyance  in 
trust,  and  intended  to  recognize  its  validity. 

6.  I  think  it  can  be  demonstrated  from  the  statements  of  the 
answer,  that  the  parties  themselves  regarded  the  deed  to  William 
Grissom,  the  son,  as  a  mere  convenience,  to  be  held  valid  or  void 
as  the  interests  of  the  father  might  suggest.  Accordingly,  we 
find  that  when  the  land  was  threatened  with  an  execution  imder 
an  older  judgment,  in  favor  of  the  Agricultural  Bank^  against  the 
father,  the  answer  states,  that  "apprehending  a  sale  under  said  exe- 
cution," the  father  agreed  with  the  son  to  give  up  to  him  the  note 
for  three  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  upon  the  son  agreeing  to 
relinquish  title  to  a  portion  of  the  land  corresponding  to  the  pro- 
portion which  that  sum  bore  to  the  whole  consideration.  But  it 
is  not  pretended  that  a  sale  of  any  portion  of  the  land  was  made 
under  that  judgment,  or  that  any  part  of  it  was  ever  reconveyed 
to  the  father.  On  the  contrary,  the  son  still  appears  to  be  the 
owner  of  the  entire  tract  of  land,  so  far  at  least  as  the  title  deeds 
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go.  It  appears,  then,  that  three  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  of 
the  consideration  money  was  agreed  to  be  considered  as  dis- 
charged, because  of  the  apprehension  that  the  land  might  be  made 
liable  for  the  debt  of  the  father;  but  that  in  point  of  fact  it  was  not 
so  made  liable,  and  that  the  son  still  holds  the  same,  and  at  the 
same  time  stands  discharged  from  the  debt  of  three  thousand  five 
hundred  dollars,  without  having  paid  a  cent  of  it.  This  is  a  very 
unsatisfactory  mode  of  establishing  the  fairness  of  the  considera- 
tion of  the  deed  in  question. 

The  general  denial  in  the  answer  of  all  fraud  is  not  sufficient 
to  purge  the  transaction  of  the  suspicion  which  fastens  upon  it,  by 
reason  of  the  facts  which  are  admitted.  Fraud  is  a  conclusion  of 
law  from  facts  and  intentions,  and  although  its  existence  is  denied, 
if  the  admitted  fects  conduce  to  prove  it,  they  must  be  held  to  out- 
weigh the  denial.  Mulholland  i^.  Hendrick,  1  Beat.  R.  280  ;  Hen- 
dricks V.  Robinson,  2  John.  Ch.  R.  300 ;  Brogden  v.  Walker,  2 
Har.  &  John.  292 ;  Cunningham  v.  Freeborn,  1  Edw.  Ch.  R.  266. 
I  have  sought  with  eager  earnestness  to  ascertain  the  true  charac- 
ter of  this  case,  and  upon  the  whole  I  am  satisfied,  from  the  facts 
and  circumstances  to  which  I»  have  adverted,  that  the  sale  and  con- 
ve3rance  from  John  to  William  Grissom,  was  merely  colourable, 
and  was  intended  to  screen  the  property  of  the  former  against  his 
creditors,  who  it  seems  were  then  pressing  him  to  insolvency.  I 
must  accordingly  declare  the  deed  fraudulent  and  void  as  against 
creditors,  and  that  the  land  be  subjected  to  the  complainants'  judg- 
ment.   Let  a  decree  be  prepared  accordingly. 

3r 
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When  the  maken  of  a  pTomiasoiy  note  procured  the  eame  to  be  indoraed  by  represent-' 
ing  to  the  indoraer  that  the  note  was  to  be  used  as  a  renewal  or  subatitate  of  a  note 
on  which  said  indorser  was  ahead/  liable,  and  it  afterwards  appeared  that  the  in- 
dorser  was  under  no  each  previoas  liability,  and  that  the  maken  negotiated  the  note 
so  indorsed  for  a  different  purpose ;  held  by  the  court,  that  the  indonement  was 
procured  by  fraud,  and  the  note  fraudulently  put  into  circulation,  and  that  then  was 
a  fidlure  of  consideration  as  to  the  indorser,  who  was  thereby  discharged,  unless  the 
holder  obtained  it  without  knowledge  of  the  fraud,  in  the  usual  oouiae  of  trade, 
and  for  a  present  valuable  consideration. 

BucKNER  and  Stewart  for  complainant. 
Thrasher,  Sillers,  and  H.  T.  Ellet  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  case  was  submitted  upon  the  demurrer  of  the  Bank  of 
Port  Gibson  and  R.  M.  Gaines,  two  of  the  defendants  to  the  bill 
of  complaint.  The  complainant  alleges,  in  substance,  that  he  be- 
came the  surety  of  Throckmorton  &  Patterson,  on  a  note  for  three 
thousand  dollars,  payable  to  Bobbins,  Painter  &  Co.  at  the  Plan- 
ter's Bank  at  Natchez;  that  he  had  been  in  the  habit  of  indorsing 
for  Throckmorton  d&  Patterson,  and  that  when  the  note  was  pre- 
sented to  him  for  his  signature,  he  understood  and  believed  that  it 
was  intended  as  a  renewal  of  some  note  or  liability  which  Patter- 
son informed  him  he  had  previously  given  or  incurred  as  surety 
for  said  Throckmorton  &  Patterson,  to  said  bank;  but  that  in 
point  of  fact,  there  was  no  such  note  to  be  renewed;  and  that  Pat- 
terson fraudulently  negotiated  the  note,  and  that  it  came  into  the 
hands  of  the  Bank  of  Port  Gibson,  upon  which  the  bank  sued 
and  recovered  a  judgment  against  him,  which  he  asks  may  be 
perpetually  injoined  upon  tbe  facts  before  stated,  allying  that 
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they  have  been  discovered  by  him  since  the  rendition  of  the  judg- 
ment at  law.  Do  these  facts  entitle  the  complainant  to  the  relief 
which  he  asks,  is  the  question  raised  by  the  demurrer.  If  the 
note  in  question  had  been  made  for  an  original  discount  in  the 
Planter's  Bank,  and  had  been  refused  there,  and  then  presented  to 
and  discounted  by  the  Port  Gibson  Bank,  I  could  have  no  doubt, 
either  upon  principle  or  authority,  of  the  right  of  the  latter  to  re- 
cover against  the  complainant  as  surety  thereto;  because  in  that 
ease  the  liability  of  the  surety  would  not  have  been  at  all  altered; 
the  note  would  have  served  the  substantial  purpose  for  which  it 
was  intended,  and  the  mere  &ct  that  the  principal  maker  obtained 
the  money  at  a  different  place  from  that  originally  contemplated, 
could  give  the  surety  no  just  ground  for  complaint.  Payson  v. 
Coolidge,  2  Wheaton  66;  Powel  v.  Waters,  17  John.R.  176;  Bank 
of  Chenango  v.  Hyde  et  al  4  Cow.  R.  567;  Bank  of  Rutland  v. 
Buck,  5  Wendall.  Rep  66. 

That,  however,  is  not  the  character  of  the  case  made  by  the 
bill.  The  complainant  did  not  intend  to  incur  any  new  habiUty 
for  the  makers,  but  simply  to  have  the  note,  by  way  of  renewal, 
substituted  for  another,  upon  which  they  fraudulently  induced 
him  to  believe  he  was  liable,  and  which  they  afterwards  trans- 
ferred for  some  different  purpose.  Here  then  was  a  double  fraud. 
The  complainant  was  induced  to  join  in  its  execution  upon  a  con- 
sideration which  had  no  existence,  and  then  the  note  was  fraudu- 
lently put  into  circulation  by  the  principal  maker,  in  violation  of 
the  special  and  avowed  purpose  for  which  it  was  obtained.  The 
authorities  cited*by  the  counsel  for  the  bank,  were  barred  upon  a 
wholly  different  state  of  facts  from  that  disclosed  in  this  case. 
According  to  the  facts,  as  stated  in  the  bill,  the  note  was  not  only 
obtained  by  fraud  and  deceit,  but  was  n^[otiated  contrary  to  the 
avowed  intention  with  which  it  was  made.  Here  was  a  clear 
£Eiilure  of  consideration,  so  far  as  the  surety  is  concerned. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  decided,  that  where  a  note  is  diverted 
from  its  original  destination,  and  is  fraudulently  put  into  circula- 
tion, the  holder  cannot  recover  upon  it,  without  showing  that  he 
obtained  it  without  notice  of  the  fraud,  in  the  usual  course  of 
trade,  and  for  a  present  valuable  consideration.     Peacock  v. 
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Rhodes,  Doug.  Rep.  633;  Woodhull  v.  Holmes,  10  John.  R.  231; 
Conroy  v.  Warren,  3  John.  Ca.  269. 

The  case  of  Wardell  v.  Howell,  9  Wend.  R.  172,  is  a  case  in 
point,  and  establishes  principles  decisive  of  the  question  befoi^ 
me.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  demurrer  of  the  Bank  of 
Port  Gibson  must  be  overruled,  with  cm  order  to  answer.  I  see 
no  gpround  whatever  for  making  Gaines  a  party;  his  demurrer 
therefore  is  sustained,  and  the  bill  dismissed  as  to  him. 
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^  A  parol  agreenient  cannot  be  admitted  for  the  paipoae  of  contradictiDg  or  altering  the 

I  terms  of  a  written  agreement 

A  gratuitous  agreement  for  indulgence  in  the  payment  of  money  may  be  disregarded 
without  violating  any  legal  or  equitable  obligation,  or  subjecting  the  party  so  disre- 
garding it  to  any  legal  liability  or  restraint 

The  rule  that  a  sale  will  be  set  aside  for  inadequacy  of  price,  applies  only  to  private 
contracts  between  render  and  purchaser ;  it  does  not  extend  to  sales  by  auction,  un- 
less connected  with  some  other  circumstances  going  to  establish  fraud. 

Mere  inadequacy  of  price  is  not  sufficient  to  set  aside  a  contract,  unless  it  is  so  gross  as 
to  furnish  evidence  of  fnud.  There  most  be  an  inequality  so  strong,  gross,  and  mani- 
fest, that  it  most  be  impossible  to  state  it  to  a  man  of  common  sense  without  produ- 
cing an  exclamation  at  the  inequality  of  it. 

If  a  purchaser  at  an  auction  sale,  by  fraudulent  management  or  misrepresentation,  pre- 
vent the  attendance  of  others,  or  use  any  influence  to  put  dovm  lair  competition  in 
bidding,  a  court  of  equity  would  interpose  and  set  aside  such  sale  on  the  ground  of 
fraud. 

The  fact  that  a  trustee  made  a  sale  of  property  at  a  time  when  money  was  scarce,  and 
there  were  but  twelve  to  twenty  persons  present  at  the  sale,  is  no  evidence  of  firaud 
or  unfirimess  in  the  sale. 

The  bill  states  that  on  the  8th  day  of  January,  1836,  complain- 
ant Newman  purchased  of  Joseph  Meek,  since  deceased,  a  tract  of 
land  containing  about  five  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  for  sixteen 
thousand  eight  hundred  dollars,  and  took  a  general  warranty  deed 
from  Meek ;  that  on  the  9th  of  January,  1835,  complainant  New- 
man purchased  of  Meek  forty  negro  slaves,  for  thirty  eight  thou- 
sand dollars,  and  took  bill  of  sale  for  them  from  Meek,  which  con- 
tains their  names  and  ages ;  that  complainant  Newman  was  to  pay 
for  the  land  and  negroes  in  three  instalments,  one  of  $17,666  on 
the  1st  of  March,  1836 ;  one  of  $17,667  on  the  1st  March,  1837; 
and  the  third  of  $17,667  on  the  1st  of  March,  1838,  for  which 
complainant  Newman  executed  three  promissory  notes,  payable  as 
above,  to  secure  the  payment  of  which  he  executed  a  mortgage  of 
the  land  and  negroes  to  Meek ;  that  on  the  30th  of  May,  1836, 
complainant  Newman  sold  to  complainant  Beck  and  Warner  M. 
Yates,  the  land  he  had  bought  of  Meek,  with  some  more  land,  in 
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all  making  about  twelve  hundred  and  eighty  acres,  and  gave  a 
general  warranty  deed  for  the  same  ;•  and  that  complainant  New- 
man at  the  same  time  sold  to  complainant  Beck  and  said  Yates 
all  or  nearly  all  the  negroes  he  had  purchased  of  Meek,  with  some 
others,  maldng  about  forty  four ;  and  that  complainant  Beck  and 
said  Yates  were  to  pay  complainant  Newman  for  the  land  and  ne- 
groes $97,000,  for  which  they  executed  four  promissory  notes,  one 
for  $25,000,  payable  1st  of  January,  1838;  one  for  $24,000,  payable 
1st  of  January  1839  ;  one  for  $24,000,  payable  1st  of  January, 
1840,  and  one  for  $24,000,  payable  1st  of  January,  1841,  to  secure 
which  notes  complainant  Beck  and  said  Yates  executed  a  mort- 
gage to  complainant  Newman  upon  the  land  and  negroes  sold  by 
him  to  them ;  that  on  the  20th  of  December,  1836,  complainant 
Beck  transferred  to  said  Yates  all  the  interest  he  had  in  the  land 
and  n^oes  by  them  purchased  of  complainant  Newman,  for  a 
ftdl  consideration,  which  appears  by  a  reference  to  the  bill  of  sale; 
that  on  the  20th  of  December,  1836,  aforesaid,  said  Yates  execu- 
ted a  deed  of  trust  to  John  Montgomery,  of  Madison  county, 
which  was  signed,  sealed  and  delivered  to  said  Montgomery  by 
said  Yates,  complainant  Newman  and  said  Meek ;  that  the  said 
deed  after  stating  the  facts  in  relation  to  the  different  sales,  and  de- 
claring the  original  mortgage  made  by  complainant  Newman  to 
Meek,  and  the  deed  of  trust  to  complainant  Newman  made  by 
said  Yates  and  complainant  Beck  to  be  void,  contained  a  relinquish- 
ment to  said  Yates  of  the  legal  title  which  said  Meek  had  to  the 
property  sold  by  him  to  complainant  Newman,  and  by  him  sold  to 
said  Yates ;  it  also  contained  a  release  of  all  the  interest  which 
complainant  Newman  had  in  the  property  sold  by  him  to  said 
Yates,  and  to  secure  the  payment  of  seven  thousand  nine  hundred 
and  sixty  dollars,  due  1st  of  March,  1837,  and  a  debt  of  twenty 
thousand  six  hundred  and  ninety-seven  dollars,  due  1st  of  March, 
1838,  due  from  complainant  Newman  to  said  Meek,  the  same 
being  the  balance  of  the  original  sum  which  complainant  New- 
man was  to  pay  said  Meek  for  the  property;  and  to  secure  certain 
debts  said  Yates  owed  complainant  Newman  for  the  property, 
the  said  Yates  sold  and  transferred  his  interest  to  said  Montgom- 
ery— ^the  tract  of  land  of  twelve  hundred  and  eighty  acres,  and 
the  forty- two  n^oes;  that  the  said  deed  contained  a  power  of 
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sisile,  authorizing  said  Montgomery  or  his  executors,  in  the  event 
that  said  Yates  should  fail  to  pay  either  of  the  said  notes  as  they 
fell  due,  upon  the  request  of  said  Meek  or  complainant  Newman, 
to  whom  the  said  notes  might  be  payable,  afler  the  expiration  of 
sixty  days  from  the  fiulure  of  said  Yates  to  pay  the  same,  to  sell 
the  property  or  as  much  of  it  as  would  be  sufficient  to  pay  said 
note  so  due  and  unpaid,  he  the  said  Montgomery  giving  fifteen 
da]^  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  sale,  and  in  the  notice  de- 
scribing said  property  with  sufficient  certainty;  that  after  making 
said  deed  to  said  Montgomery,  said  Yates,  on  the  7th  of  April, 
1838,  sold  complainants  the  tract  of  land  ojf  about  twelve  hundred 
and  eighty  acres,  and  eighty  acres  more,  making  about  thirteeen 
hundred  and  sixty,  for  $40,800;  that  at  the  same  time,  for  the  sum 
of  $40,000  paid  to  said  Yates  by  complainant,  he  sold  to  them  the 
negroes  mentioned  in  the  deed  to  said  Montgomery,  and  gave  them 
a  bill  of  sale  for  them,  by  means  of  which  purchase  the  deed  to 
Montgomery,  as  fi&r  as  complainant  Newman  had  any  interest  in 
it,  became  inoperative  and  void,  and  the  debts  which  said  Yates 
owed  complainant  Newman  were  cancelled;  that  complainant 
Newman,  in  consideration  of  the  purchase,  and  as  a  means  of 
paying  his  share  of  the  purchase  money  to  said  Yates,  discharged 
and  released  him  from  the  payment  of  the  same.  By  means  of 
which  purchases  complainants  became  jointly  interested  in  the 
plantation  and  negroes  aforesaid,  and  received  them  incumbered 
with  the  deed  of  trust  to  Montgomery,  in  favor  of  said  Meek. 
That  some  time  in  1837  the  said  Meek  died  intestate,  in  the  state 
of  Tennessee ;  that  no  person  has  as  yet,  as  complainants  believe, 
taken  out  letters  of  administration  in  this  state  on  his  estate ;  that 
one  Jesse  Meek,  a  citizen  of  Tennessee,  pretends  as  complainants 
have  heard  to  have  obtained  letters  of  administration  on  said  estate 
in  the  state  of  Tennessee ;  that  complainants  cannot  tell  whether 
this  is  so  or  not ;  and  that  of  the  original  purchase  money  agreed 
to  be  paid  by  complainant  Newman  to  said  Meek,  for  the  land  and 
n^oes,  thirty  four  thousand  seven  hundred  and  thirty  dollars  or 
thereabouts  had  been  paid  previous  to  the  commission  of  the 
grievances  to  be  alleged  hereafter,  leaving  the  sum  of  $18,000,  or 
thereabouts  due  and  unpaid,  which  with  the  interest  upon  the 
same  would  have  amounted  to  something  like  22  or  $23,000 ; 
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that  some  time  in  the  fall  of  1838,  the  said  Jesse  Meek  came  to 
complainants  and  represented  himself  to  be  the  executor  or  admi- 
nistrator of  the  said  Joseph,  deceased,  and  stating  to  complainants 
that  he  wished  to  obtain  a  portion  of  the  money  due  the  estate  of 
said  Joseph  for  the  pmchase  of  land  and  negroes  aforesaid,  and 
thereupon  in  consideration  that  the  complainants  would  deliver 
him  the  crop  of  cotton  then  growing  upon  the  plantation  aforesaid, 
which  crop  was  worth  about  6,000  dollars,  he  agreed  and  prom- 
ised  complainants  to  wait  for  the  remainder  of  the  money  until 
they  could  conveniently  pay  the  same;  that  he  would  not  attempt 
to  enforce  or  have  enforced  the  deed  of  trust  made  to  the  said 
Montgomery  upon  the  land  and  negroes,  and  that  he  would  take 
the  annual  crops  made  upon  the  place  in  dischai^  of  the  same; 
that  believing  the  said  Jesse  to  be  the  rightful  administrator  of  the 
said  Joseph,  and  capable  of  making  this  contract,  they  delivered 
him  the  crop  of  cotton  then  growing  upon  the  land  according  to 
their  agreement;  and  placing  full  confidence  in  the  honesty  of  said 
Jesse,  they  made  no  other  effort  to  raise  the  remainder  money  due 
the  estate  of  said  Joseph  at  that  time;  that  believing  they  need 
have  no  apprehensions  that  the  deed  of  trust  would  be  enforced 
against  them,  complainant  William  C.  went  home  to  Marshall,  and 
ceased  to  make  any  other  exertion  to  raise  money  to  dischai^  said 
incumbrance;  that  the  &ith  which  they  placed  in  said  Jesse  had 
been  abused;  that  in  violation  of  his  agreement  with  complainants 
he  had  combined  with  the  said  Montgomery  and  others  unknown 
to  complainants,  to  defraud  complainants,  and  procured  said  Mont- 
gomery on  the  4th  of  March,  1839,  to  sell  under  the  deed  of  trust, 
the  land  and  negroes  mentioned  in  it;  that  this  sale  was  made  in 
fraud  and  in  violation  of  the  agreement  between  said  Meek  and 
complainants,  and  to  enable  said  Meek  to  purchase  in  the  property 
at  a  price  far  less  than  it  was  worth;  that  Meek  and  Montgomery 
well  knew  money  was  so  scarce  at  that  time  that  no  bidder  would 
be  present  who  could  buy  and  pay  cash  for  so  large  an  amount  of 
property;  that  they  well  knew  the  complainants  could  not  in  the 
short  space  of  time  between  the  notice  and  day  of  sale  raise  the 
money  to  pay  off  the  incumbrance  or  claim  of  the  estate  of  Meek 
upon  the  property,  particularly  as  they  did  not  expect  a  sale  to 
take  place,  until  they  saw  it  advertised;  that  the  notice  of  the  sale 
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was  the  shortest  which  the  terms  of  the  deed  allowed;  that  the 
notice  of  the  sale  did  not  describe  the  property  as  the  deed  of  trust 
enjoined,  and  appointed  the  sale  to  take  place  on  the  premises; 
that  the  same  paper  which  contained  the  notice  of  sale  by  Mont- 
gomery, contained  a  notice  of  the  marshal  that  by  virtue  of  cer- 
tain executions  against  complainant  Beck  and  his  sureties,  he 
would  sell  on  the  4th  day  of  March,  1839,  in  the  town  of  Canton, 
all  the  interest  which  complainant  Beck  had  in  the  negroes  afore- 
said; which  notice  the  said  Montgomery  knew  was  published  in 
the  same  paper  with  his  own;  that  under  all  these  circumstances 
the  said  Montgomery  did  proceed  and  sell  the  land  and  negroes 
mentioned  in  the  deed,  on  the  premises,  on  the  day  appointed  by 
him;  that  the  distance  was  seven  miles  from  Canton,  the  place 
where  the  marshal  had  advertised  to  sell  the  same  negroes;  that 
there  were  not  more  than  six  or  eight  persons  present;  that  com- 
plainants insisted  that  Montgomery  should  postpone  the  sale  imtil 
some  more  favorable  opportunity  when  complainants'  property 
might  be  sold,  and  not  sacrificed,  as  complainants  told  him  would 
be  done;  that  Montgomery,  refused  to  postpone  the  sale,  but  took 
a  bond  of  indemnity  from  said  Meek  and  proceeded  to  sell;  that 
no  one  bid  for  it,  but  the  said  Meek;  that  the  same  was  sold  to  him 
at  a  price  not  equal  to  one-fourth  its  real  value,  the  amount  bid  by 
him  not  being  equal  to  the  amount  due  the  estate  of  said  Joseph 
Meek,  when  the  property  was  worth  seventy-five  thousand  or  one 
hundred  thousand  dollars;  that  if  they  had  known  that  Meek 
would  not  have  complied  with  his  agreement,  they  could  have 
raised  the  money  to  pay  off  the  incumbrance  upon  the  estate. 
The  bill  prays  for  a  rescission  of  the  contract,  an  account,  &c. 

The  separate  answer  of  Jesse  Meek  admits  the  purchase  of  the 
land  and  negroes  by  complainant  Newman  from  Joseph  Meek,  and 
the  execution  of  the  notes  and  mortgage  by  Newman  to  secure  the 
payment,  and  the  sale  of  the  said  land  with  the  addition  stated, 
and  the  slaves,  to  said  Beck  and  Yeats  as  stated,  and  the  sale  by 
Beck  to  Yeats,  and  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  trust  by  Yeats  on 
the  20th  December,  1836,  to  defendant  Montgomery,  and  the  re- 
purchase by  the  complainants  from  Yeats;  admits  the  death  of  Jo- 
seph Meek,  but  denies  that  he  died  in  Tennessee;  says  he  died  in 
Madison  county.  Miss.,  and  says  he  obtained  letters  of  administrih 
Vol.  I.— 38 
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lion  of  Joseph  Meeks'  estate  from  the  probate  court  of  Madison 
county,  the  place  m  which  said  Joseph  died,  and  where  the  prop- 
erty was  situated;  that  he  also  obtained  letters  of  administration 
in  Davidson  county,  Tennessee,  the  place  where  said  Joseph  re- 
sided at  the  time  of  his  death;  that  he  is  unable  to  say  how  much 
of  the  purchase  money  had  been  paid  to  said  Joseph  in  his  life- 
time; that  no  portion  of  it  had  been  paid  to  defendant,  except  two 
thousand  dollars  and  some  cotton;  that  he  believes  the  amount 
due  to  said  Joseph  is  correctly  stated  in  the  deed  of  trust  to  Mont- 
gomery by  Yeats;  that  some  time  in  the  spring  of  1838  he  was 
desirous  of  obtaining  the  money  due  his  intestate  from  Yeats,  and 
commenced  suit  against  Yeats  for  it. 

Soon  after  the  commencement  of  these  suits,  Yeats  agreed  with 
defendant,  in  consideration  that  he  would  indulge  him  to  Decem- 
ber, 1838,  to  pay  two  thousand  dollars  immediately,  which  he  did, 
three  thousand  dollars  at  the  May  circuit  court  for  Madison  coun- 
ty, and  to  dismiss  a  bill  of  injunction  at  his  own  cost,  which  he 
had  obtained  against  Joseph  Meek  to  stay  the  collection  of  this 
money;  that,  before  the  arrival  of  the  May  circuit  court,  Yeats 
made  the  sale  to  complainants;  was  unable  to  pay  the  three  thou- 
sand dollars;  that  the  complainants  being  then  the  purchasers 
from  Yeats,  that  complainant  Newman  entered  into  an  agreement 
in  writing,  which  is  not  in  his  possession,  by  which  he  agreed, 
according  to  tlie  recollection  of  d^endant,  to  draw  a  bill  for  thirty- 
five  hundred  dollars,  which  was  done  by  him  and  Uriah  Newman, 
on  the  house  of  Maunsel  White  &  Co.  in  favor  of  James  Priestly, 
and  by  him  indorsed  to  defendant;  that  he  agreed  to  let  defendant 
have  the  cotton  crop,  made  that  year  (1838)  upon  said  tract  of  land, 
called  the  Yeats  tract,  and  also  the  cotton  crop  which  should  be 
made  on  two  other  plantations,  one  in  Hinds  and  the  other  in  Car- 
loll  county,  in  connexion  with  Uriah  Newman;  that  defendant 
agreed  to  wait  for  the  balance  till  January,  1839;  that  he  received 
from  the  Yeats  plantation  and  the  agency  plantation  (in  Hinds 
county)  about  one  hundred  and  forty  bales  of  cotton,  being  much 
less  than  the  entire  crop;  that  complainant  failed  to  give  him  any 
part  of  the  crop  from  the  Carroll  county  plantation;  that  he  has 
not  yet  received  an  account  of  sales  of  said  cotton,  and  cannot  say 
what  credits  complainants  will  be  entitled  to  on  that  account;  and 
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denies  that  he  agreed  to  wait  for  the  remainder  till  complainants 
could  conveniently  pay  the  same;  and  denies  that  he  agreed  not 
t  ^  to  have  the  deed  to  Montgomery  enforced;  denies  having  agreed 

i  to  take  the  annual  crops  made  upon  the  place  in  discharge  of  the 

1:  debt;  and  denies  having  done  or  promised  any  thing  to  justify 

complainants  for  their  want  of  exertions  to  pay  the  debt;  and  says 
}  that  the  estate  of  Jesse  Meek  was  much  embarrassed,  and  that  he 

t  needed  the  money  as  administrator,  and  was  so  anxious  to  procure 

I  payment  from  complainants  that  he  admits  he  told  them  if  they 

I  would  raise  him  ten  thousand  dollars  he  would  indulge  them  ano- 

i  ther  year,  but  that  they  made  no  oflfer  to  raise  him  any  money  at 

all.  Defendant  further  states,  that,  for  some  time  before  the  sale 
under  the  deed,  he  was  afraid  complainants  were  unable  to  raise 
him  any  money,  or  were  unwilling  to  do  so,  and  that  he  had  told 
said  defendant  Montgomery  that  he  was  afraid  he  would  have  to 
sell;  that  Montgomery,  having  occasion  to  go  to  New  Orleans,  and 
thinking  he  might  have  to  proceed  under  said  deed  before  his  re- 
turn, had  authorized  defendant  Meek  to  use  his  name  in  advertis- 
ing the  property  for  sale;  that  it  was  well  known  that  judgments 
were  obtained  against  complainant  Beck;  that  he  expected  both 
the  sheriff  and  marshal  would  proceed  to  sell  his  interest  in  said 
land  upon  executions;  that  this  was  frequently  a  subject  of  con- 
versation between  defendant  Meek  and  complainant  Newman; 
that  Newman  expressed  it  as  his  opinion,  if  not  his  wish,  that  he 
should  proceed  under  the  deed  to  make  his  money,  and  denies 
that  defendants  Meek  and  Montgomery  combined  to  fix  the  sale 
at  the  shortest  notice;  and  states  that,  having  to  go  to  Carroll 
county,  he  authorized  complainant  to  advertise  the  property  for 
sale,  and  that  he  believes  said  Newman  had  it  made  in  his  ab- 
sence and  during  the  absence  of  Montgomery  in  New  Orleans; 
and  that,  as  soon  as  defendants  returned  home,  they  adopted  the 
act  as  their  own,  but  neither  of  defendants  had  any  agency  in  fix- 
ing the  time  of  sale;  that  neither  of  them  knew  of  the  coincidence 
of  that  advertisement  and  the  marshal's  advertisement  appearing 
in  the  same  paper,  or  of  both  sales  being  fixed  for  the  same  day, 
until  it  was  done  by  the  agency  of  Newman,  and  that  notices  of 
the  sale  were  put  up  in  several  public  places,  and  that  defendant 
Meek  was  industrious  in  giving  personal  notice  to  several  persons, 
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and  requesting  their  attendance,  and  that,  though  the  township 
and  range  in  which  said  land  was  situated  was  omitted  in  the  ad- 
Tertisement,  yet  the  reference  to  the  deed  of  trust,  with  its  date  . 
and  place  of  r^istration,  notified  the  public,  with  sufficient  cer- 
tainty, where  the  sale  would  take  place;  that  complainant  New- 
man was  at  the  sale  with  a  diagram,  and  showing  the  subdivisions 
as  they  were  under  sale  and  crying. 

Defendant  admits  that  complainants  expressed  a  wish  to  have 
the  sale  postponed,  but  that  he  saw  no  chance  of  complainants  get- 
ting in  a  better  situation  by  further  indulgence,  that  complainants 
had  deceived  him  in  not  giving  him  the  quantity  of  cotton  they 
promised,  and  offered  no  assurances  of  money  at  a  short  time,  nor 
at  any  time,  as  an  inducement  for  further  delay. 

Defendant  denies  that  there  were  only  a  few  people  at  the  sale, 
but  says  there  were  from  twelve  to  twenty  respectable  farmers, 
able  to  purchase  and  good  judges  of  property;  that  Yeats  had  sold 
nine  of  the  negroes  and  carried  one  off;  that  Newman  had  sold 
some,  and  he  believes  it  was  his  intention  to  defeat  the  collection 
of  the  debt  entirely,  as,  since  the  sale,  several  of  the  negroes  have 
been  induced  to  run  off. 

Defendant  further  says,  that  he  believes  he  bid  as  much  for  the 
property  as  it  would  have  sold  for  under  any  circumstances  for 
cash;  and  further,  that  he  had  not  given  said  trustee,  Montgomery, 
any  indemnity  l)efore  the  sale,  but  that  he  has  since  the  sale;  and 
that,  under  all  these  circumstances,  he  proceeded  to  sell,  as  he  be- 
lieved it  his  duty  to  do  as  administrator;  and  further,  denies  all 
fraud  and  combinations,  and  denies  all  things  neither  admitted 
nor  denied,  and  prays  to  be  dismissed  with  his  reasonable  costs, 

The  separate  answer  of  John  Montgomery  states  that  he  knows 
nothing  of  the  different  sales  and  transfers  of  said  land  and  ne- 
groes made  previous  to  his  connection  with  them;  admits  that  he 
was  trustee,  as  charged  in  complainant's  bill;  that  he  sold  the  land 
and  negroes  mentioned  in  said  deed  on  the  fourth  March,  1839 ; 
that  Jesse  Meek  became  the  purchaser  at  said  sale;  that  the  time 
was  the  shortest  limited  by  the  deed  for  the  sale,  but  denies  that 
it  .was  by  his  wish,  but  that  he  was  absent  from  home  when  mlule; 
that  complainant  Newman  had  it  made  according  to  his  own 
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wish  and  understanding  of  the  interest  of  all  concerned ;  that 
when  he  came  home,  he  approved  it,  and  proceeded  to  sell,  by  the 
wish  of  defendant  Meek;  and  admits  that  the  township  and  range 
of  the  land  was  omitted,  but  that  it  was  not  his  fault  but  the  fault 
of  the  complainant,  and  states  that  the  omission  made  no  differ- 
ence, as  the  place  was  so  well  known,  and  that  the  description 
fully  notified  the  public  of  saiid  sale;  admits  that  complainant 
Newman  wished  a  postponement  of  the  sale,  but  not  for  any 
particular  time ;  denies  taking  any  indemnity  until  after  the  sale 
admits  that  Meek  requested  him  to  advertise  before  he  left  home, 
but  being  in  a  hurry  to  leave,  did  not  do  so,  but  authorized  Meek 
to  do  it  in  his  absence. 

Defendant  states  that  there  were  fifteen  or  twenty  persons  at  the 
sale,  and  that  the  property  sold  for  more  than  its  real  value  in  their 
condition.  Defendant  further  states  that  the  statements  made  by 
defendant  Meek,  in  his  separate  answer,  are  substantially  correct, 
and  further  denies  all  fraud,  and  says  that  is  wholly  and  utterly 
false,  and  that  he  only  done  what  he  conceived  to  be  his  duty,  and 
prays  to  be  dismissed  with  his  reasonable  coste. 

Job  G.  Selph,  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  proved  that  there  was  an 
agreement  between  defendant  Meek  and  complainant  Beck,  made 
about  the  1st  of  March,  1838,  in  which  Meek,  as  executor  of  the 
estate  of  Joseph  Meek,  agreed  that  if  Newman  &  Beck  would  give 
up  their  entire  crop  of  cotton  to  him,  that  he  would  let  them  keep 
possession  of  the  plantation  and  negroes,  on  which  Meek  had  a 
claim  by  virtue  of  a  deed  of  trust,  in  which  John  Montgomery 
was  trustee;  and  that  he  would  allow  them  to  work  out  said  claim 
by  continuing  to  give  him  their  crop  from  year  to  year,  till  the 
claim  was  satisfied;  that  he  heard  Meek  say  that  Newman  & 
Beck  were  complying  with  their  contract,  and  that  he  had  no 
doubt  they  would  make  all  right;  and  that  it  was  a  matter  of  gen- 
eral notoriety  that  Newman  &  Beck  did  deliver  the  crop  of  cotton 
to  said  Meek;  that  he  knew  nothing  of  the  sale  of  the  property 
by  Montgomery,  except  he  heard  Meek  say  he  had  bought  it  at 
the  trust  sale  made  by  Montgomery,  and  that  Meek  had  told  him 
a  short  time  prior  to  the  sale  that  the  property  was  worth  upwards 
of  fitty  thousand  dollars  in  cash;  that  the  property  was  known  as 
the  Newman  Plantation  on  the  Panther  creek:  that  there  was 

38* 
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between  thirty  and  forty  negroes;  that  said  plantation  adjoined 
the  plantations  of  John  Montgomery,  Thomas  Henderson,  and 
Mrs.  Hiliiards,  in  Madison  county,  and  contained  about  twelve 
hundred  and  eighty  acres,  about  six  bundled  acres  in  cultivation 
in  1838. 

George  W.  Terrill,  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  proved  that  there 
was  an  agreement  between  Meek  and  Newman  &  Beck,  in  which 
Meek  agreed  to  take  the  crop  of  cotton  then  growing,  and  make 
no  further  demand  till  the  next  crop  made  upon  the  said  planta- 
tion; that  Meek  agreed  to  take  the  annual  crop  of  cotton  made 
upon  the  plantation  in  payment  of  the  claim  he  had  upon  it,  as 
administrator  of  Joseph  Meek,  till  the  whole  debt  was  discharged; 
that  in  pursuance  of  this  agreement  Newman  &  Beck  did  deliver 
during  1838  and  1839  the  whole  crop  of  cotton  made  upon  the 
place,  amounting  to  about  one  hundred  and  twenty  bales;  that  he 
heard  Meek  say  he  had  not  only  received  this  crop,  but  also  the 
greater  portion  of  the  cotton  grown  the  same  year  (1838)  upon 
die  individual  plantation  of  Newman  in  Hinds  county,  amount- 
ing to  about  one  hundred  bales;  that  this  cotton  by  agreement  was 
to  be  credited  on  the  debt  of  Newman  &  Beck  to  Meek;  that 
Meek  afterwards  told  him  he  intended  to  place  it  on  another  debt 
which  he  had  against  Newman;  that  he  knows  nothing  of  the 
sale  of  the  property  by  Montgomery  as  trustee,  except  he  heard 
Meek  say  it  was  the  same  property  conveyed  by  Yeats  to  Mont- 
gomery as  trustee,  and  the  same  purchased  by  Newman  and  Beck 
from  Yeats;  that  he  heard  Meek  say  that  Montgomery,  the  trustee, 
was  absent  when  the  property  was  advertised,  but  was  present  at 
the  sale,  and  that  he.  Meek,  had  purchased  nearly  all  the  property 
sold  imder  the  said  deed  of  trust 

Robert  M.  Latimore,  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  proved  that  he 
went  at  the  request  of  Charles  C.  Shackelford  to  the  probate  clerk's 
office  of  Madison  county,  and  procured  a  description  of  the  real 
and  personal  property  named  in  a  deed  of  trust  made  by  Warner 
M.  Yeats  to  John  Montgomery,  as  trustee,  for  the  use  of  Joseph 
Meek;  that  it  was  the  same  as  advertised  for  sale  under  said  deed, 
except  that  a  slave  named  Betty  is  called  Billy  in  the  deed;  that 
the  township  and  range  is  not  inserted  in  the  advertisement;  that 
the  advertisement  was  published  in  the  Madison  Whig  Advocate, 
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a  public  newspaper,  published  in  Canton;  that  he  thinks  the  town* 
ship  and  range  left  out  in  the  advertisement  in  the  paper,  were  in- 
serted in  the  hand  bills;  that  a  correction  was  afterwards  made  as 
to  the  description  of  the  land;  that  from  what  he  could  learn 
Newman  was  opposed  to  the  sale,  and  expressed  a  determination 
to  stop  it  if  he  could,  by  an  injunction;  that  some  of  the  hand 
bills  containing  the  advertisements  were  stuck  up  in  Canton;  that 
Beck  was  considered  insolvent  for  some  time  before  the  sale;  that 
he  did  not  know  any  thing  of  the  embarrassments  of  Newman,  if 
he  had  any;  that  the  correction  in  the  advertisement  about  the 
land  was  made  in  the  next  paper  after  the  first  publication;  that 
the  injunction  spoken  of  by  Newman  was  to  stop  the  sale  of  the 
said  property  on  the  4th  of  March. 

Charles  C.  Shackelford  proved  that  he  was  one  of  the  editors  of 
the  paper  in  which  the  advertisement  was  made;  that  Jesse  Meek 
employed  him  to  prepare  the  advertisement,  and  to  have  the  notice 
given  both  in  the  Mculison  Whig  Advocate  and  in  hand  bill  form, 
and  authorized  him  to  use  the  name  of  John  Montgomery,  who 
was  absent,  that  Newman  knew  all  the  proceedings  that  were 
done  by  him,  as  far  as  related  to  preparing  the  advertisement;  that 
he  did  not  recollect  whether  Newman  was  with  Meek  at  the  time 
the  application  to  make  the  notice  was  made  to  him;  that  some- 
times Newman  appeared  willing  that  the  sale  should  be  made; 
that  he  believed  he  heard  Newman  say  he  would  rather  the  prop- 
erty should  be  sold  to  pay  the  debt  for  which  it  was  bound,  than 
for  the  individual  debts  of  Beck;  that  Beck  was  much  embarrassed 
at  the  time  the  sale  was  made;  that  Beck's  interest  in  the  property 
was  about  to  be  levied  on,  which  induced  him  to  shorten  the  time 
of  notice;  that  if  he  did  not  shorten  the  time,  he  thought  the 
rights  of  cestui  que  trust  would  be  jeopardised. 

Harry  Christmas,  a  witness  for  complainants,  proved  that  he 
was  present  at  the  sale;  that  Meek  ordered  the  sale;  that  Meek 
was  the  only  bidder  at  the  sale,  except  one  William  B.  Perkins, 
who  bid  for  one  boy;  that  Meek  purchased  all  the  property,  land 
and  n^roes;  tl\at  there  were  six  or  seven  persons  at  the  sale;  that 
several  of  them  were  about  leaving  before  the  sale  commenced, 
but  staid  at  Meek's  request  till  it  was  over;  that  the  negroes  sold 
for  as  much  as  he  thought  they  were  worth,  but  the  land  did  not; 
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that  the  negroes  were  in  bad  condition  and  badly  clothed;  that 
their  condition  was  such  as  to  endanger  their  health;  that  Meek 
gave  more  for  some  of  the  negroes  than  they  were  worth;  that 
Meek  requested  them  to  purchase  the  property  two  or  three  times, 
saying  he  would  rather  have  the  money;  that  Newman  pointed 
out  the  particular  tracts  or  parcels  of  land  as  they  were  sold. 

Abraham  Davis,  a  witness  for  the  complt^inants,  proved  that  he 
was  present  at  the  sale;  that  Newman  forbid  the  sale,  because 
there  had  been  an  injunction  obtained,  which  he  thought  would 
hold  good ;  that  Meek  asked  him  to  bring  the  property  up  for  sale; 
that  Mr.  Cayce  proceeded  to  sell ;  that  Meek  was  the  only  bidder, 
-  except  Mr.  William  P.  Perkins,  who  bid  for  two  of  the  negroes ; 
that  the  negroes  sold  for  as  much  as  they  were  worth ;  that  the 
negroes  were  all  sound,  with  one  or  two  exceptioDs ;  that  they 
were  badly  clothed ;  that  the  land  was  sold  to  the  best  advantage, 
but  did  not  sell  for  as  much  as  it  was  worth ;  that  Meek  and  New- 
man were  out  to  examine  the  property ;  that  Newman  insisted  that 
the  property  should  be  sold  to  pay  the  debt  due  Joseph  Meek, 
mentioned  in  the  deed  of  trust ;  that  he  did  not  want  it  sold  to 
pay  Beck's  debt ;  that  Newman  proposed  to  Meek  that  he  should 
buy  the  property,  and  that  he  would  put  in  his  hands  lands  in 
Carroll  county,  and  they  would  go  in  partnership ;  that  Newman's 
reason  for  wishing  the  property  sold  was,  that  Beck's  interest  was 
levied  on  by  the  marshal  and  sheriff;  that  Newman  said  he  ex- 
pected Meek  would  purchase  the  property ;  that  he  thought  the 
sale  would  take  place  because  Beck  would  not  be  able  to  do  any- 
thing; that  George  W.  Terrill  had  taken  off  six  of  the  n^roes 
from  the  place,  under  a  purchase  from  Yeates ;  that  none  of  these 
were  present  at  the  sale  but  one,  a  man  named  Alfred,  who  was 
sold;  and  Andy  and  Grace  were  sold  as  they  run ;  that  they  after- 
wards came  back,  but  run  off  again ;  that  none  of  the  other  ne- 
groes taken  by  Terrill  have  been  obtained,  except  a  woman  and 
child  who  are  on  the  plantation ;  that  the  negroes   named  in  ex- 
hibit C.  were  the  negroes  Newman  proposed  to  put  in  partnership 
with  Meek ;  that  he  believes  the  writing  to  be  Newman's. 

Charles  Moore,  a  witness  for  defendants,  proved  that  he  saw  an 
advertisement  in  Madisonville,  in  the  post-office,  and  at  some  other 
place,  but  does  not  know  how  long  the  notice  was  up,  but  saw  it  the 
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3d  Saturday  in  February ;  that  he  did  not  know  on  what  day  the 
sale  took  place. 

Girard  Stites,  a  witness  for  complainant,  proved  that  an  adver- 
tisement signed  by  John  Montgomery,  trustee,  was  posted  10  days 
previous  to  the  day  of  sale. 

George  E.  W.  Nelson  proved  that  he  was  publisher  of  the  Madi- 
son Whig  Advocate,  published  in  Canton ;  that  the  advertisement 
marked  A.  in  the  deposition  of  Mr.  Latimore  was  published  in  said 
paper  about  the  16th  day  of  February,  1839  ;  that  the  alteration 
shown  in  the  advertisement  marked  B.  was  inserted  in  the  next 
paper,  about  the  23d  of  February,  that  25  hand  bills  were  printed 
in  the  said  office,  containing  the  said  advertisements. 

Thomas  Sanders,  a  witness  for  defendants,  proved  that  he  saw 
the  advertisement  spoken  of  in  Madisonville,  but  does  not  know 
how  long  previous  to  the  day  of  sale ;  that  he  does  not  know  of 
any  lands  selling  for  more  in  cash  than  the  land  in  dispute. 

Daniel  P.  Perkins,  a  witness  for  complainants,  proved  that  he 
was  at  the  sale  mentioned  in  complainant's  bill ;  that  Newman 
forbid  the  sale ;  that  it  was  generally  understood  that  Mock  would 
purchase  the  property ;  that  there  were  not  more  than  16  or  20 
persons  at  the  sale ;  that  some  of  the  negroes  brought  their  full 
value ;  that  some  did  not ;  that  the  land  sold  for  less  than  it  was 
worth,  and  that  no  one  bid  for  it  but  Meek ;  that  if  the  sale  had 
been  postponed  the  property  would  have  brought  a  better  price ; 
that  Meek  requested  persons  present  to  bid  for  the  property,  say- 
ing he  only  wanted  the  money. 

William  P.  Perkins,  a  witness  for  complainants,  proved  that  he 
was  present  at  the  sale  mentioned  in  complainants'  bill;  that  Meek 
purchased  the  property,  no  one  bidding  for  the  land  but  him,  and 
no  one  for  the  negroes  except  Meek  and  himself;  that  Meek  had 
it  in  his  power  to  purchase  the  property,  as  he  did  not  think  any 
of  the  persons  present  had  the  money  to  purchase  it ;  that  the  land 
sold  for  less  than  land  was  generally  selling  for  at  that  time ;  that 
he  saw  the  property  advertised  in  Livingston. 

Matthew  C.  Cayce,  a  witness  for  complainants,  proved  that  Meek 
and  Montgomery  called  on  him  to  sell  some  property,  land  and 
negroes;  when  he  arrived  at  the  place,  (rhe  place  now  in  dispute,) 
he  found  but  few  people  there;  that  Josiah  Newman  forbid  the 
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sale,  but  Meek  instructed  him  to  proceed;  that  Meek  purchased 
the  land  at  five  dollars  per  acre;  that  no  one  else  bid  for  it;  that 
Meek  purchased  all  the  negroes;  that  he  thought  the  land  as  good 
as  any  in  the  neighborhood,  and  worth  fifteen  dollars  per  acre  in 
cash;  that  the  negroes  were  not  a  very  good  lot;  and  that  he 
thought  the  persons  present  were  able  to  purchase  if  they  chose. 

John  F.  Cook,  a  witness  for  the  complainants,  proved  diat  he  le- 
vied on  Beck's  interest  in  the  land  and  negroes  mentioned  in  com- 
plainants' bill,  but  did  not  sell  any  of  the  property,  it  being  subject 
to  trust  deeds  and  older  executions;  that  he  sold  two  plantations 
about  that  time,  one  brought  nine  dollars,  the  other  five  dollars,  that 
it  was  about  such  land  as  the  property  in  dispute;  that  he  had  seve- 
ral executions  against  Beck,  and  considered  him  insolvent;  that 
he  considered  Newman  perfectly  solvent;  that  good  negro  men 
were  selling  for  about  eight  hundred  dollars  or  a  thousand,  and 
women  from  six  to  eight  hundred. 

Samuel  M.  Floumoy,  a  witness  for  defendants,  proved  that  on  the 
4th  of  March,  1839,  he  was  sheriff  of  3fedison  county,  and  about 
that  time  sold  lands  from  seventy-five  cents  to  four  dollars  an  acre; 
that  the  land  he  sold  was  not  of  the  first  quality,  and  was  not 
within  eight  or  ten  miles  of  Canton;  that  he  had  one  or  two  exe- 
cutions against  Newman  at  that  time,  but  did  not  press  them, 
because  he  thought  he  was  a  man  of  his  word,  and  therefore  in- 
dulged him. 

William  Yerger,  for  complwiants. 

First.  A  sale  made  by  a  trustee  under  circumstances  of  great 
improvidence,  and  with  a  view  to  advance  the  interest  of  a  parti- 
cular creditor,  will  not  be  enforced,  though  there  was  no  imputa- 
tion upon  the  conduct  of  the  purchaser.  Ord  v.  Noel,  5  Madd.  R. 
438;  Willis  on  Trustees,  134;  10  vol.  Law  Lib. 

Second.  A  sale  by  a  trustee,  though  clothed  with  all  the  forms 
required  by  the  deed,  will  be  set  aside,  if  the  price  paid  be  greatly 
disproportioned  to  the  real  value.  Wright  v.  Wilson  and  others, 
2  Yerg.  Rep.  294;  4  Dall.  Rep.  221. 

Third.  A  sheriflf  who  sells  property,  at  a  price  greatly vdispro- 
portioned  to  its  real  value,  is  liable  to  an  action,  although  Uie  goods 
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were  sold  at  auction.  Keightly  v.  Birch,  3  Camp.  Rep.  620;  Wat- 
son  on  Sherifl&j  136—163. 

Fourth.  An  enormous  inadequacy  of  price,  is  a  circumstance 
from  which  unfairness  may  be  inferred,  and  in  connection  with 
other  circumstances,  may  authorize  the  chancellor  to  vacate  the 
sale.    Gist  v.  Frazer,  2  Litt.  Rep.  118. 

Fifth.  The  trustee  is  bound  to  manage  the  trust  property,  with 
the  same  care  and  diligence  of  a  provident  owner.  Fletcher  on 
Estates,  69,  126;  Hovenden  on  Frauds,  486;  Ex  Parte  Bennett, 
10  Yes.  Rep.  386;  Dorone  v.  Gragebrook,  3  Mer.  Rep.  208. 

Hubbard  and  Hughes,  for  defendants. 

The  grounds  upon  which  it  is  sought  to  set  aside  the  sale  men- 
tioned in  the  bill  by  the  brief  of  the  complainant,  are — 

First.  Because  there  was  great  improvidence  by  the  trustee,  and 
the  sale  was  made  with  a  view  to  advance  the  interest  of  a  parti- 
cular creditor. 

We  presume  this  is  the  first  ground,  because  an  authority  is 
cited  to  that  effect.  There  are  no  such  circumstances  attending 
the  case;  no  evidence  of  improvidence.  The  sale  was  made  for 
the  payment  of  the  debt  in  the  deed  of  trust  mentioned,  which,  it 
is  true,  was  a  particular  creditor.  On  this  authority  the  sale  can- 
not be  set  aside. 

Second.  It  should  be  set  aside,  because  the  price  given  was 
greatly  disproportioned  to  the  real  value  of  the  property. 

We  admit  the  principle  of  the  authorities  referred  to,  to  sustain 
this  position;  but  that  principle  does  not  apply,  because  the  fact  is 
not  proven  that  the  price  given  was  greatly  disproportioned  to  the 
value.  The  proof  of  all  the  witnesses  is,  that  the  negroes  were, 
some  of  them,  sold  for  more  than  they  were  worth,  and  all  for 
something  like  their  value.  As  to  the  land,  some  of  the  witnesses 
say  it  was  not  sold  for  its  value;  although  by  some  witnesses  it  is 
testified,  that  other  lands,  about  the  same  time,  were  sold  at  sheriffs' 
sales  for  much  less  than  the  price  given  for  this  land.  Taking 
the  whole  sale  together,  it  is  most  manifest,  that  as  much  or 
more  nu>ney  was  bid  for  the  property  than  would  again  be  bid,  or 
than  at  the  time  the  same  would  have  sold  for,  if  Meek  himself 
had  not  attended  the  sale  and  bid  himself.    The  amount  bid  for 
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the  property  was  about  nineteen  thousand  dollars,  more  than  the 
property  is  now  worth.  If  there  had  been  an  enomuma  inade- 
quacy of  price^  we  admit  that  this  would  have  been  a  circum- 
stance from  which  unfairness  might  have  been  inferred.  This 
was  not,  however,  true;  but  on  the  contrary,  it  is  certain,  that  the 
n^oes  sold  for  their  full  value,  and  the  land  though  less  than  the 
ideal  value  fixed  upon  it  by  the  witnesses,  yet  not  for  so  much 
less  than  its  true  value  as  to  shock  the  senses  of  a  right-minded 
man. 

These  are  all  the  grounds  which  appear  to  be  taken  by  the 
counsel  for  complainants  in  their  brief.  We  have  therefore  no- 
thing further  to  say. 

The  Chancellor, 

Although  the  fiicts  in  this  case  are  somewhat  voluminous,  very 
few  of  them  seem  to  have  any  direct  connection  with  its  merits. 
The  complainants  became  the  purchasers  from  one  Warner  M. 
Yeats,  of  a  plantation  and  a  number  of  slaves,  situated  in  the 
county  of  Madison.  Prior  to  their  purchase,  the  same  land  and 
slaves  had  been  conveyed  in  trust  to  the  defendant,  Montgomery, 
for  the  purpose,  in  part,  of  securing  the  payment  of  a  large  sum  of 
money,  owing  by  said  Yeats  to  JosejA  Meek.  The  deed  of  trust 
contains  a  provision  that  the  trustee  should,  when  Yeats  made  de- 
fault in  the  payment  of  the  money,  advertise  and  sell  all  or  so 
much  of  the  property  as  might  be  necessary  to  meet  such  de&ult 
The  complainants  show  that  they  had  full  notice  of  the  deed  of 
tmst,  and  I  infer,  although  it  is  not  expressly  so  stated,  that  they 
purchased  from  Yeats  with  the  understanding  and  agreement  that 
they  were  to  discharge  the  debt  due  from  him  to  Meek  under  the 
deed  of  trust 

It  is  charged  that  Joseph  Meek  is  dead,  and  that  the  complain- 
ants entered  into  an  agreement  with  his  administrator,  Jesse  Meek, 
by  which  it  was  stipulated  that  the  payments  under  the  deed  of 
trust  should  be  delayed  until  the  debt  could  be  discharged  by  die 
annual  crops  of  cotton  to  be  made  on  said  plantation.  It  is  also 
charged  that  said  administrator,  in  violation  of  this  agreement, 
procured  the  trustee  to  advertise  and  sell  under  said  deed  of  trust, 
at  a  time  of  great  pecuniary  pressure;  that  this  step  was  the  remit 
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of  a  fraudulent  combination  between  the  trustee  and  said  Meek, 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  Meek  to  become  the  purchaser  of  the 
property  at  a  sacrifice;  that,  at  the  sale  of  the  property,  there  were 
but  few  persons  present,  and  that  Meek  became  the  purchaser  of 
the  whole  of  it;  at  about  one-fourth  of  its  value.  Upon  these 
groimds  a  rescission  of  the  sale  is  asked  for. 

The  questions  to  be  examined  are:  1.  What  is  the  effect  of  the 
alleged  agreement  for  delay  on  the  payments  due  under  the  deed 
of  trust?  2.  Does  the  testimony  establish  any  fraud  or  oppres- 
sion on  the  part  of  Meek  and  Montgomery,  with  reference  to  the 
sale?  3.  Was  the  price  at  which  the  property  sold  so  grossly  in- 
adequate as  to  vitiate  the  sale? 

1.  The  agreement  for  delay,  which  the  complainants  have  at- 
tempted to  establish  by  evidence,  is  liable  to  the  objection  that  it 
lests  entirely  in  parol,  and  cannot  be  admitted,  therefore,  for  the 
purpose  of  contradicting  or  altering  the  terms  of  the  written  agree- 
ment as  embodied  in  the  deed  of  trust.  But  a  more  insurmount- 
able objection  to  such  agreement  is,  that  it  appears  to  be  wholly 
without  consideration,  and  was  therefore  a  mere  gratuitous  agree- 
ment for  indulgence,  which  Meek  was  at  any  time  at  liberty  to 
disr^ard,  without  violating  any  l^al  or  equitable  obligation,  or 
subjecting  himself  to  any  legal  liability  or  restraint.  It  is  useless 
to  refer  to  authorities  to  establish  these  plain  and  familiar  princi- 
ples of  law. 

2.  The  second  ground  urged  for  the  complainants  is,  that  the 
sale  was  brought  about  under  such  circumstances  as  render  it 
fraudulent  in  the  eyes  of  a  court  of  equity.  I  can  have  no  doubt, 
upon  general  principles  applicable  to  all  contracts,  that  if  a  pur- 
chaser at  such  sale,  by  fraudulent  management  or  misrepresenta- 
tion, prevented  the  attendance  of  others,  or  used  any  influence  to 
put  down  £iir  competition  in  bidding,  a  court  of  equity  would  in- 
terpose and  set  aside  such  sale  on  the  ground  of  fraud.  But  I 
have  looked  closely  to  the  testimony  in  this  case,  and  find  nothing 
to  cast  the  slightest  suspicion  upon  the  conduct  of  either  the  trus- 
tee or  the  purchaser. 

I  can  see  nothing  in  the  time,  manner  or  place  of  sale,  incon- 
sistent with  the  requirements  of  the  deed,  or  incompatible  with 
the  strictest  notions  of  fairness  and  hcmesty.     The  testimony 
Vol.  I.— 39 
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shows  that  there  were  present  fiom  twelve  to  twenty  persons;  that 
Meek  had  been  active  in  giving  extensive  circulation  to  the  notice 
of  sale,  by  having  it  inserted  in  the  Gazette,  published  in  the 
neighborhood,  and  posted  in  public  places  in  printed  handbills, 
and  that  on  the  day  of  sale  he  was  urgent  in  endeavoring  to  get 
others  to  bid,  saying  he  wanted  the  money  due  him,  not  the  pro- 
perty. I  see  nothing  in  the  allegations  of  the  bill  that  money  was 
scarce,  and  that  the  complainants  urged  a  postponement  of  the 
sale,  to  warrant  the  imputation  of  fraud.  The  defendant's  money 
had  then  been  due  for  more  than  a  year,  and  I  can  see  no  obliga- 
tion on  his  part  to  await  a  more  favorable  condition  of  the  money 
market. 

3.  The  last  ground  taken  for  the  complainants  is,  that  the  sale 
should  be  set  aside  for  gross  inadequacy  of  price.  The  applica- 
tion of  the  rule,  with  reference  to  inadequacy  of  price,  has  been 
generally  made  to  private  contracts  between  vendor  and  purcha- 
ser, and  has  been  held  not  to  extend  to  sales  by  auction,  unless 
connected  with  some  other  circumstances  going  to  establish  fraud. 
Shelly  V.  Nash,  3  Madd.  Rep.  232;  White  v,  Damon,  7  Vesey,  30; 
Jenkins  v.  Hogg,  2  Cons.  Rep.  S.  C.  One  of  the  reasons  given 
why  the  rule  is  not  applicable  in  sales  at  auction,  is,  that  there  can 
be  no  treaty  between  vendor  and  purchaser,  and  therefore  no  op- 
portunity is  afforded  for  fraud  or  imposition  on  the  port  of  the 
purchaser. 

Another  and  more  satisfactory  reason  is,  that  sales  of  that  de- 
scription, where  they  are  openly  and  fairly  conducted,  furnish  the 
best  evidence  of  the  market  price  of  the  thing  sold.  But  even 
if  the  rule  applied  to  sales  at  auction,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
facts  of  this  case  which  calls  for  its  application.  All  the  witnesses 
concur  in  saying  that  the  slaves  sold  for  their  value,  but  that  the 
land  did  not,  having  brought  only  five  dollars  per  acre.  One  of 
the  witnesses  says  tlie  land  was  worth  fiftee»  dollars  per  acre, 
whilst  the  others  do  not  attempt  to  fix  its  value. 

It  is  to  be  observed  in  this  case,  that  the  terms  of  the  deed  of 
trust  call  for  a  sale  at  auction  for  cash;  if,  therefore,  it  brought  the 
usual  market  price  at  such  sales,  it  is  not  liable  to  the  objection  of 
inadequacy,  although  it  may  fall  short  of  the  sum  at  which  it 
might  have  been  estimated  in  a  private  sale  between  vendor  and 
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purchaser.  The  deputy  marshal  proves  that  he  sold  land  in  the 
same  county  about  the  same  time,  and  of  equal  value  at  the  sum 
of  five  dollars  per  acre,  and  the  sheriff  of  the  county  testifies  that 
he  sold  land  under  like  circumstances  at  from  two  to  four  dollars 
per  acre.  I  can  see  nothing,  therefore,  in  the  testimony  showing 
that  the  land  did  not  bring  its  market  value,  much  less  to  warrant 
me  in  setting  aside  the  sale  upon  the  ground  of  inadequacy  of 
price.  The  inquiry  in  this  case  is  not  whether  the  property 
brought  its  market  value;  but  the  question  is,  whether  the  defi- 
ciency is  so  great  as  to  amount  to  evidence  of  fraud  and  unfair- 
ness in  the  sale. 

Mere  inadequacy  of  price  is  not  sufiicient  to  set  aside  a  contract, 
unless  it  is  so  gross  as  to  furnish  evidence  of  fraud,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  Lord  Thurlow  in  th«  case  of  Gwynne  v.  Heaton,  1  Bro. 
Ch.  Rep.  9,  "  there  must  be  an  inequality  so  strong,  gross  and 
manifest,  that  it  must  be  impossible  to  state  it  to  a  man  of  common 
sense  without  producing  an  exclamation  at  the  inequality  of  it." 
The  cases  of  Butler  v.  Haskell,  4  Dess.  662,  and  Udall  v.  Kinney, 
3  Cow.  690,  are  authorities  to  the  same  effect.  Applying  these 
authorities  to  the  case  before  me,  I  am  unable  to  see  any  thing  in 
it  that  will  justify  me  in  disturbing  the  sale. 

I  shall  accordingly  direct  the  complainants'  bill  to  be  dismissed 
at  their  costs. 
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When  a  tnutee  leUa  tnwt  proportj  to  a  atranger,  who  has  no  knowledge  of  his  traat 
character,  the  atranger  may  acquhe  title  to  the  property  by  the  acta  of  the  tnurtee, 
and  hold  it  diinharged  from  the  trust 

A  and  B,  administratoiB,  sold  a  alaye  of  their  intestate  to  C,  who  failed  to  pay  thtf 
purchase  money.  The  sIsto  was  levied  on  and  sold  by  Tirtae  of  an  execaUon 
against  G,  and  was  bought  by  D.  A  and  B,  the  administrators  who  originally  add 
tiie  alaTO,  were  present  at  the  aale.  One  of  them  nrged  D.  to  buy  the  slare,  ajid 
told  him  the  title  wonld  be  good,  in  consequence  of  which  D  bonght  the  slaTe. 
A  and  B  then  filed  their  bill  as  administrators,  to  enforce  the  statutory  lien  on  the 
alave  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money.  Held  by  the  court,  that  D  held 
the  slave  diKharged  of  the  statutory  lien,  in  consequence  of  the  fraudulent  ads  of 
the  admimstratoTB. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  complainants,  as  the  administrators  of  David  Ford,  de- 
ceased, seek  to  enforce  the  lien  or  statutory  mortgage  which  the 
law  gives  them  for  the  purchase  money  upon  a  slave  which  they 
sold  as  the  property  of  their  intestate,  to  one  James  McGehee,  and 
which  subsequently  passed  into  the  hands  of  the  defendant  Hos- 
kins.  It  appears  from  the  testimony  that  the  slave  in  question 
was  sold  as  the  property  of  McGehee  after  he  became  the  purcha- 
ser by  virtue  of  a  judgment  and  execution  against  him,  at  which 
sale  Malcom  D.  Haynes  became  the  purchaser,  who  subsequently 
sold  to  the  defendant  Hoskins.  It  is  also  proven  that  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  sale  both  the  complainants  were  present,  and 
that  one  of  them  encouraged  Haynes  to  become  the  purcha- 
ser of  said  slave,  assuring  him  that  he  would  get  a  good  title; 
and  that  Haynes  purchased  upon  the  faith  of  these  representa 
tions;  that  no  mention  whatever  was  made  by  either  of  the  com- 
plainants in  regard  to  the  lien  now  set  up.  The  defendant  Hos- 
kins insists  that  under  these  circumstances  the  complainants  are 
estopped  from  asserting  their  statutory  mortgage  or  lien.    The 
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correctness  of  this  position  is  the  only  question  presented  for 
decision. 

No  principle  strikes  me  as  more  consonant  to  justice,  than  that 
one  who  is  acquainted  with  his  rights,  and  who  stands  by  and 
permits  another  to  purchase  property  to  which  he  has  a  claim, 
without  disclosing  his  title,  shall  not  be  allowed  afterwards  to  dis- 
turb the  title  of  one  whom  he  has  thus  tacitly  deceived.  But  the 
rule  is  much  stronger  where  a  party  not  only  conceals  his  claim, 
but  actively  encourages  another  to  buy  property  offered  at  puUic 
sale  with  an  assurance  that  a  good  title  would  be  obtained.  It  is 
believed  that  no  case  can  be  found  where  a  party  under  such  cir- 
cumstances would  be  permitted  to  set  up  title  in  himself  against 
the  purchaser  whom  he  had  thus  duped  into  an  expenditure  of  his 
money.  To  suffer  it  would  be  to  offer  a  reward  to  fraud  and  dis- 
honesty. 

In  the  case  of  Brinkerhoff  v.  Lansing,  4  John.  Ch.  R.  66,  it  was 
held  that  where  a  prior  incumbrancer  whose  mortgage  is  not  regis- 
tered witnesses  a  subsequent  conveyance,  knowing  its  contents, 
and  does  not  disclose  his  own  incumbrance,  but  intentionally  suf- 
fers the  party  dealing  with  his  debtor  to  remain  in  ignorance,  or 
encourages  such  dealing,  such  prior  incumbrance  will  be  barred. 
The  counsel  for  the  complainant  do  not  seem  to  dispute  the  gen- 
eral rule,  when  applied  to  persons  acting  sui  JuriSj  but  insist  that 
it  has  no  application  to  persons  claiming  in  a  fiduciary  or  trust 
capacity.  The  position  that  a  trustee  can  do  no  act  to  prejudice 
the  tnist  fund,  is  only  true  as  between  the  trustee  and  cestui  que 
trust.  A  different  rule  prevails  where  a  trustee  deals  with  a 
stranger  who  has  no  knowledge  of  his  trust  character.  In  that 
case  the  stranger  may  acquire  title  to  the  property  by  the  acts  of 
the  trustee,  and  hold  it  discharged  from  the  trust.  Springle  and 
Bobbs'  heirs  v,  Morrison,  3  Littell,  55;  4  Munroe,  196. 

From  this  view  of  the  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  complain- 
ants' bill  be  dismissed  at  their  costs,  and  have  signed  a  decree 
accordingly. 

39* 
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Wbere  one  of  the  defendants  in  an  execution,  on  whidi  only  $12  of  fte  original  judg- 
ment was  doe,  ordered  out  an  execntion,  diraeted  it  to  be  levied  on  property  of  bie 
eo-defendant  in  the  execotbn,  valued  at  $5,000  to  $8,000,  and  parchaaed  the  same 
himaelf  at  sheriff's  sale  for  the  sum  of  $10 ;  held  by  the  court,  that  the  sale  was 
fraudulent,  and  that  the  same  would  be  set  aside  on  the  payment  by  complainant  of 
the  balance  due  on  the  execution  under  which  the  lots  were  sold. 

A  court  of  equity  will  set  aside  a  sale  made  under  execution,  when  the  sale  is 
tainted  with  fraud  or  infected  with  other  vices  which  render  it  inequitable  that  it 
should  stand. 

Where  a  sheriff  finds  that  property  which  he  exposes  to  sale  is  about  to  be  sacrificed, 
he  should  return  that  it  was  not  sold  for  want  of  bidders,  and  wait  for  a  venditioni 
exponas. 

A  defendant  has  no  right  to  sue  out  an  execution  against  himself  and  co-defendants. 

This  case  was  submitted  on  the  motion  of  defendant  to  dissolve 
the  injunction,  and  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver. 

The  complainant  alleges,  that  on  the  12th  day  of  April,  1839, 
James  R.  Creecy  conveyed  in  trust,  for  certain  purposes,  lot  No. 
9  and  lot  No.  147,  situated  in  Yazoo  city,  to  Charles  E.  Mount; 
that  pursuant  to  a  sale  made  by  said  Mount,  as  trustee,  he  on  the 
12th  of  May,  1840,  executed  a  deed  to  complainant  for  said  lots; 
that  complainant  purchased  said  lots  and  the  other  property  men- 
tioned in  exhibit  B.,  at  the  sum  of  two  thousand  and  twenty-five 
dollars;  that  an  execution,  emanating  on  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
Jordan  &  Smith  against  J.  R.  Oreecy,  said  defendant  et  al.  ren- 
dered on  the  14th  day  of  May,  1838,  was  levied  on  said  lots,  and 
they  were,  in  the  summer  of  1 841,  sold  in  pursuance  of  said  levy, 
and  that  said  defendant  became  the  purchaser  at  the  price  of  five 
dollars  each.  That  said  levy  and  sale  were  induced  by  the  said 
defendant,  without  the  authority  of  the  plaintifl(  in  said  judgment, 
and  with  the  firaudulent  intent  of  purchasing  said  lots  at  a  sacri- 
fice.   That  said  sale  was  made  at  a  sickly  season  of  the  year. 


OP  CHANCERY.  463 

•         James  IL  Reynolds  v.  N.  G.  Nye. 

when  few  persons  were  present,  <fec.  &c.;  and  that  there  was  due 
on  said  judgments,  and  unpaid,  a  very  small  sum  only;  that  at 
the  time  said  sale  took  place  said  execution  was  injoined  by  virtue 
of  a  writ  of  injunction  issued  from  this  court,  in  case  No.  1566, 
entitled  Bri^s,  Lacoste  &,  Co.  et  al.  v.  J.  R.  Creecy  et  al.;  that 
said  defendant  has  commenced  an  action  of  ejectment  for  the  pur* 
pose  of  gaining  possession  of  said  lot  No.  9. 

The  bill  chaiges  fraud,  and  closes  by  praying  an  injunction, 
and  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of  the  rents  of  lot  No.  9,  to 
abide  the  result  of  this  controversy. 

The  defendant  denies  that  J.  R.  Creecy  was  the  owner  of  said 
lot  No.  9,  at  the  date  of  the  trust  deed  to  Mount,  but  charges  that 
said  Creecy  had  previously,  on  the  1st  of  June,  1838,  conveyed 
said  lot  to  Creecy  &  Smith,  by  deed  filed  for  record  on  the  4th  of 
March,  1839,  as  shown  by  exhibit  No.  1.  He  says  said  two  lots 
are  worth  about  five  thousand  dollars;  that  said  lot  No.  147  was 
sold  in  October,  1839,  under  a  judgment  older  than  said  trust  deed 
to  Mount,  and  purchased  by  one  Henry  Holmes;  and  that  it  was 
also  sold  for  taxes  due  upon  it.  He  denies  that  at  the  time  said 
sale  under  the  execution  of  Jordan  &  Smith  took  place,  said  ex- 
ecution was  injoined;  says  said  sale  did  not  take  place  at  an  un- 
healthy season  of  the  year,  or  when  few  persons  were  present;  but 
that  the  season  was  healthy,  the  day  a  general  sale  day,  and  one 
on  which  an  election  was  held  at  Benton  for  the  election  of  a 
sheriff.  He  admits  that  he  had  said  execution  issued  without 
authority  from  the  plaintiffs,  but  that  he  did  it  with  the  knowledge 
and  consent  of  their  attorney.  He  says  he  was  in  said  execution 
secondarily  liable  if  the  money  was  not  made  out  of  Creecy,  and 
insists  that  he  had  a  right,  for  his  own  security,  to  have  said  ex- 
ecution issued  and  levied  on  Creecjr's  property,  and  that  he  did  so 
for  his  own  indemnity  alone.  He  says  there  was  due  on  said 
execution  at  the  time  of  sale  two  hundred  dollars. 

He  admits  the  price  bid  by  him  for  said  lots  to  have  been  less 
than  their  worth;  says  he  was  determined  to  make  them  binding 
for  the  amount  due  on  the  execution,  had  any  one  bid  against  him. 
He  unequivocally  denies  every  charge  of  fraud  made  in  the  bill, 
and  every  circumstance  of  fraud  there  alleged;  says  that  bidders 
were  deterred  firom  hazarding  a  purchase  of  said  lots  by  the  most 
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extraordinary  complexity  and  confusion  and  doubt  by  which  the 
title  to  them  was  involved,  and  that  he  was  induced  by  these  cir- 
cumstances to  bid  cautiously. 

He  alleges  that  he  entered  into  an  agreement  with  complainant 
to  permit  Mr.  Hyatt  to  receive  and  hold  the  rents  accruing  on  said 
lot  No.  9,  until  the  controversy  should  be  determined;  but  that 
complainant  in  violation  of  this  agreement  has  instituted  judicial 
proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  said  rent,  and  has  obtained  a  judg- 
ment against  the  tenant  in  possession  for  the  sum  of  $ 

He  prays  that  a  receiver  of  rents  may  be  appointed,  and  that 
complainant  be  restrained  from  the  enforcement  of  his  judgment 
against  said  tenant. 

R.  S.  Holt,  for  the  motion  to  dissolve. 

The  complainant  places  the  invalidity  of  the  sheriff's  sale  under 
which  defendant  derives  title,  on  two  grounds.  First,  fraud;  and 
second,  the  existence  of  an  operative  injunction  at  that  time  re- 
straining the  enforcement  of  the  execution.  The  answer  fully  and 
distinctly  denies  every  charge  of  fraud,  both  general  and  special. 
Two  facts  alone,  alleged  as  indicative  of  fraud,  are  admitted  to  be 
true.  That  the  execution  was  issued  at  the  instance  of  defendant, 
and  that  the  sum  bid  fell  far  short  of  the  value  of  the  property. 

The  validity  of  a  sale  under  execution  does  not  depend  in  any 
degree  upon  the  person  at  whose  instance  the  clerk  issues  the  exe- 
cution. The  execution  is  the  mandate  of  the  court,  deriving  its 
validity  from  the  judgment  on  which  it  emanates,  and  is  indepen- 
dent of  the  foreign  agency  at  whose  instance  the  ministerial  officer 
of  the  -court  acted  in  its  issuance. 

But  it  may  be  urged  that  the  fact  that  the  defendant  was  active 
in  inducing  the  clerk  to  issue  the  execution,  taken  in  connexion 
with  his  subsequent  purchase,  is  a  fact  indicative  of  fraud  on  his 
part.  Unexplained,  it  might  be  a  suspicious  circumstance.  But 
•in  this  case,  the  facts,  that  the  defendant  was  secondarily  liable  in 
the  execution,  that  this  levy  was  necessary  for  his  indemnity,  that 
the  delays  of  the  plaintiff  were  constantly  increasing  his  danger, 
repel  in  the  most  triumphant  manner  every  presumption  of  fraud, 
and  shows  that  the  defendant  used,  for  his  own  indenmity,  but 
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those  means  which  the  law  placed  within  his  reach,  and  which 
every  man  of  ordinary  prudence  would  have  resorted  to. 

Mere  inadequacy  of  price  has  never  been  held  /ler  ae  sufficient 
to  invalidate  a  sale.    1  Sto.  Equity,  248, 249, 250,  and  cases  cited. 

It  has  never  been  held  that  such  inadequacy  amounts  to  any 
thing  more  than  an  item  of  circumstantial  evidence  from  which 
the  existence  of  fraud  might  be  inferred,  as  from  any  other  &cX. 
As  such,  the  force  of  the  presmnption  depends  on  the  attendant 
circumstances.  In  this  case  the  answer  and  exhibits  explain  frdly 
the  reason  of  the  inadequacy  of  price  complained  of;  diey  show 
that  it  was  not  induced  by  fraud,  but  by  the  doubts  which  rested 
on  the  titles  to  the  property.  The  circumstance  being  thus  recon- 
ciled with  perfect  fidmess  and  good  &ith,  the  presumption  of  fraud 
is  utterly  excluded.  We  are  not  aware,  however,  that  the  inade- 
quacy of  price  has  ever  been  held  presumptive  evidence  of  fraud 
in  a  public  sale.  Upon  the  soundest  principles,  such  a  presump- 
tion should  not  from  that  &ct  be  entertained. 

The  answer  denying  the  existence  of  the  injunction  is  fully  sus- 
tained by  reference  to  the  papers  referred  to  in  the  answer,  in  case 
No.  1665,  in  this  court  A  copy  of  the  bill  in  diat  case  is  filed 
with  this  brief  for  the  conveni^iice  of  the  chancellor. 

The  writ  of  injunction  has  not  been  found,  but  neither  the 
prayer  of  the  bill,  nor  the  fiat  of  the  judge  refers  to  the  property 
in  controversy  in  this  case. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  not  (mly  sweeps  away  every 
ground  for  the  interposition  of  this  court  insisted  on  in  the  biU, 
but  it  goes  further  and  shows  by  allegations  fully  sustained  by 
proo^  that  complainant  has  no  title,  aside  from  the  sdieriff's  sale,  to 
either  of  the  lots  in  controversy. 

It  is  finally  insisted  that  as  the  complainant  is  restraiued  from 
taking  possession  of  lot  No.  9,  under  his  l^al  title,  as  complainant 
in  writing  agreed  that  the  rents  should  abide  the  controversy  about 
the  title,  as  both  complainant  and  defendant  pray  for  the  appoint- 
ment  of  a  receiver  of  rents,  such  receiver  should  be  appointed. 

Wilkinson  &  Miles  contra. 

This  cause  is  now  submitted  on  two  motions  made  by  defend* 
ant.  1st,  to  dissolve  the  injunction  2d,  to  appoint  a  receiver. 
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To  say  the  least  of  them,  there  is  a  strange  inconsistency  in  the 
two  motions.  If  the  injunction  is  dissolved,  that  puts  an  end  to 
this  controversy,  and  there  is  no  necessity  for  a  receiver.  Should 
the  motion  to  dissolve  be  overruled  and  the  cause  retained,  then  it 
is  plain  beyond  controversy  that  Reynolds  being  in  possession  has 
the  right  to  receive  the  rents,  until  evicted  by  title  paramount. 

No  receiver  is  asked  for  by  complainant.  We  were  instructed 
not  to  ask  for  one.  Defendant  has  no  right  to  do  so ;  and  we  will 
not  discuss  that  motion  any  further. 

The  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  demands  a  more  serious 
consideration.  The  question  presented  by  the  bill  and  answer  is 
one  of  grave  importance  to  the  community ;  one  upon  which  rests 
the  fate  of  a  large  number  of  titles  to  landed  estates,  in  several  of 
the  most  populous  counties.  While  we  are  willing  to  admit,  that 
considerations  of  public  policy  require  of  the  courts  to  uphold  and 
sustain  judicial  sales,  we  insist  that  in  doing  so  the  courts  will 
never  permit  them  to  be  used  as  engines  of  fraud  and  oppression. 
They,  will  not  permit  their  own  process  to  be  made  use  of  by 
greedy  speculators,  and  hungry  record  mongers,  as  a  shield  to  pro- 
tect them  from  the  consequences  of  acts,  which  if  performed  with- 
out the  sheltering  power  of  legal  process,  would  not  bear  a  mo- 
ment's investigation. 

r-:^on  principles  of  the  soundest  reason,  it  has  long  been  held, 
ihaX,  if  the  inadequacy  of  price  in  case  of  a  sale  made  between 
parties  standing  on  equal  ground  be  so  gross  as  to  shock  the  con- 
science, or  confound  the  judgment  of  a  man  of  common  sense,  a 
court  of  equity  will  infer  fraud,  and  rescind  the  contract.  2  Vesey, 
516;  1  Bro.  Cha.  Rep.  9;  2  lb.  179;  9  Vesey,  246;  16  Vesey,  517. 

From  these  authorities  it  is  plain  that  if  Nye  had  purchased  the 
lot  in  controversy  for  "  five  dollars  "  at  private  sale,  (it  being  worth 
^,000,  according  to  the  bill ;  and  $5,(M)0,  by  the  admission  of  the 
answer,)  the  court  would  not  hesitate  a  moment  in  declaring  the 
contract  firaudulent,  and  ordering  the  deed  to  be  cancelled. 

Although  we  concede,  that  the  rule  laid  down  does  not  in  strict- 
ness apply  to  judicial  sales ;  yet  it  is  insisted  that  gross  inadequa- 
cy of  price,  taken  in  connexion  with  very  slight  circumstances  of 
fraud,  will  induce  a  court  of  equity  to  set  aside  a  deed  acquired  at 
sheriff's  sale.    7Munroe's  Rep,  612;  IJohn.  Cha.  Rep.  602;  6 
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John.  Cha.  Rep.  411 ;  4  John.  Cha.  Rep.  118  &  228 ;  2  Litt.  Rep. 
118 ;  4  Cranch  Rep.  403 ;  18  WendeU's  Rep.  611. 

Do  not  the  fects  of  the  present  case  bring  it  complete.  7  within 
the  rule  of  the  last  cases  cited?  That  five  dollars  is  a  price  grossly  in- 
adequate for  property  worth  between  five  and  eight  thousand  dol- 
lars is  too  manifest  to  require  any  thing  but  to  be  mentioned,  in  order 
to  sustain  it.  Connected  therewith  the  conduct  of  Nye  throws 
around  the  transaction  a  shade  of  suspicion  well  calculated  to  show 
his  sinister  intention,  notwithstanding  his  protestations  of  good  faith 
and  fair  dealing.  He  admits  he  ordered  out  the  execution,  without 
authority  from  any  one,  and  without  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff. 

Now  it  is  insisted  that  no  one,  other  than  the  plaintiff  or  his 
attorney,  has  any  authority  to  order  out  an  execution.  By  the 
older  practice  it  required  a  mere  warrant  of  attorney  to  enable 
counsel  retained  in  a  cause  after  judgment  rendered  to  sue  out 
execution.  Besides,  the  books,  in  speaking  of  executions,  all  say 
the  plaintiff  may  sue  out  execution. 

If  the  plaintiff  does  not  wish  to  run  his  execution,  surely  no 
one  else  can  claim  to  do  so  for  him.  The  judgment  is  his,  and  it 
is  his  privilege  to  manage  it  as  he  chooses.  Again:  the  judgment 
may  be  satisfied,  although  not  so  returned  by  the  sheriff.  Payment 
may  have  been  made  by  the  defendant  directly  to  the  plaintiff;  or 
the  judgment  may  have  been,  released;  or  collaterals  may  have 
been  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff,  who  surpended  the  judg- 
ment till  their  efficacy  could  be  tested.  Nye,  who  was  the  second 
indorser  and  the  third  party  liable,  had  no  right  to  presume  he 
would  be  called  on  to  pay  the  money  until  demand  made,  or  until 
the  proper  affidavit  was  filed.  Besides,  he  knew  he  never  would 
be  called  on  to  pay  it — ^for  no  one  knows  better  than  himself  that 
an  undivided  moiety  of  about  thirty  negroes  now  in  controversy 
in  this  court,  in  the  case  of  Briggs,  Lacoste  et  al.  v.  James  R. 
Creecy  et  al.,  No.  1565,  is  liable  for  the  payment  of  this  judg- 
ment. 

Notwithstanding  Nye  denies  any  intention  of  committing  fraud, 
yet  the  confessions  in  his  answer  show  most  conclusively  that  his 
acts  amount  to  firaud,  and  he  will  be  compelled  to  abide  the 
penalty. 
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The  Chancellob. 

This  case  was  submitted,  at  the  late  sitting,  upon  motion  to  dis- 
solve the  injunction  upon  bill,  answer  and  exhibits.  The  bill 
states,  that  on  the  12th  of  May,  1840,  the  complainant  became 
the  purchaser  of  lots  No.  9  and  147,  in  the  city  of  Yazoo,  at  a  sale 
made  by  virtue  of  a  deed  of  trust  from  one  James  R.  Creecy  to 
Charies  E.  Mount  That  there  was  an  old  judgment  in  fiivor  of 
Jordan  &  Smith  against  the  said  Creecy  and  the  defendant  Nye, 
upon  which  there  was  but  a  small  balance  due,  and  upon  which 
said  Nye  fraudulently,  and  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  in  said 
lots  for  a  mere  trifle,  caused  an  execution  to  be  issued  and  levied 
thereon,  and  at  the  sale  became  himself  the  purchaser  for  five  dol- 
lars each.  That  the  lots  were  worth  at  the  time  of  the  sale  eight 
thousand  dollars.  That  Nye,  although  one  of  the  defendants  in 
the  judgment,  took  out  the  execution  himself  and  assumed  the 
control  thereof,  without  the  assent  of  the  plaintiffs  thereto.  That 
Nye  has  instituted  an  action  of  ejectment  upon  the  title  thus  ob- 
tained, against  which  the  bill  prays  for  a  perpetual  injunction  and 
a  rescission  of  the  sale,  or  such  other  relief  as  may  be  consistent 
therewith. 

The  defendant  denies  that  he  was  guilty  of  any  fraud,  and  says  it 
is  true  that  he  sued  out  the  execution  as  charged  by  the  complain- 
ant, but  that  he  was  a  mere  surety  to  Creecy,  the  other  defendant 
therein;  and  that  his  purpose,  in  part,  was  to  indenmify  hunself 
against  that  liability.  That  it  is  also  true  that  he  purchased  the 
lots  at  five  dollars  each,  he  being  the  only  bidder.  He  accounts 
for  this  sacrifice  of  the  lots  by  stating  that  the  title  was  in  a  con- 
fused and  embarrassed  condition. 

It  is  apparent  from  this  statement  of  facts,  that  the  motion  to 
dissolve  involves  an  examination  of  the  principal  merits  of  the 
case.  The  first  thing  that  suggested  itself  to  my  mind,  upon 
looking  into  the  case,  was  a  doubt,  whether  the  complainant's  re- 
lation to  the  property  in  question  was  such  as  entitled  him  to  ques- 
tion the  validity  of  the  sale  under  which  the  defendant  claims. 
A  little  reflection,  however,  and  some  examination  of  authorities, 
has  removed  all  doubt  on  that  score.  The  complainant  derived 
title,  under  Creecy,  before  a  sale  under  the  judgment  against  him 
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was  made  to  the  defendant;  equity  will  therefore  consider  him,  in 
respect  to  these  lots,  as  standing  in  the  place  of  Creecy,  and  en- 
titled to  all  his  remedies.    Dust  v.  Conrod,  5  Munford  411. 

I  think  it  at  least  clear  upon  the  facts  of  the  case  as  they  now 
stand,  that  the  complainant  would,  on  final  hearing,  be  allowed  to 
set  aside  the  sale  upon  paying  the  defendant  the  amount  of  his 
bid,  and  satisfying  the  remainder  of  the  judgment  under  which 
the  sale  was  made.  This  was  the  view  of  chancellor  Kent  under 
a  case  not  very  unlike  the  present.  Howell  v.  Baker,  4  John.  Ch. 
Rep.  117.  It  appears  that  the  judgment  was  originally  for  eight 
hundred  and  seven  dollars  forty  one  cents,  but  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  the  execution  stood  credited  with  seven  htmdred  and  ninety- 
five  dollars  and  seventy-five  cents,  thus  leaving  a  very  small  bal- 
ance due.  The  very  fact  that  two  lots  estimated  at  from  five  to 
eight  thousand  dollars  were  levied  on  for  so  small  a  sum,  was  a 
gross  abuse  of  power  on  the  part  of  the  sheriff^  and  was  of  itself  suf- 
ficient to  throw  doubt  and  suspicion  upon  the  transaction,  and  to 
deter  those  who  were  present  at  the  sale  from  bidding.  It  is  not 
to  be  supposed,  at  a  &ir  sale  of  property  worth  eight  thousand  dol- 
lars, that  it  would  only  bring  ten  dollars,  unless  the  minds  of  the 
by-standers  had  been  in  some  way  misled  in  respect  to  either 
the  title,  value  or  condition  of  the  property.  This  was  truly  an 
inequality  "so  strong  and  manifest  as  to  shock  the  conscience  and 
confound  the  judgment  of  any  man  of  common  sense." 

It  is  true  that  inadequacy  of  price  creates  a  mere  presumption 
of  fraud,  and  that  that  presumption  does  not,  from  that  circum- 
stance alone,  attach  to  judicial  or  other  sales  made  at  auction;  but 
it  may,  connected  with  other  facts,  be  evidence  of  fraud  even  in 
such  sales.  The  defendant  states  that  he  was  desirous  of  pur- 
chasing the  lots  that  he  might  have  some  indemnity  in  his  hands 
against  liabilities  he  had  incurred  for  the  principal  defendant  in 
the  judgment.  If  he  expected  to  purchase  the  property  at  a  fair 
price,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  it  was  to  be  made  the  subject  of 
indemnity  to  him.  He  admits  that  the  lots  were  levied  on  at  his 
instance  and  by  his  direction.  That  levy  was  excessive  and  op- 
pressive, and  as  it  was  made  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant,  who 
purchased  under  it,  I  think  that  circumstance,  connected  with  the 
Vol.  L— 40 


470  SUPERIOR  COURT 

JuM  IC.  Bcynoldi  9.  N.  G.  Nje. 

gross  inadequacy  of  the  sum  paid,  render  the  validity  of  the  sale 
extremely  questionable,  unless  it  is  protected  by  having  been  made 
under  an  execution.  I  perceive  no  reason  founded  in  considera- 
tions of  public  .policy  which  should  prevent  a  court  of  equity 
from  setting  aside  a  sale  made  under  execution  where  it  is  tainted 
with  fraud  or  infected  with  other  vices  which  render  it  inequitable 
that  it  should  stand.  It  is  of  the  utmost  importance  that  such 
sales  should  be  conducted  with  perfect  fairness  and  with  a  view 
equally  to  the  rights  of  the  debtor  and  creditor. 

In  the  case  of  Knightly  v.  Birch,  3  Camp.  Rq).  520,  it  is  said, 
where  a  sheriff  finds  that  property  which  he  exposes  to  sale  is 
about  to  be  sacrificed,  he  should  return  that  it  was  not  sold  for 
the  want  of  bidders,  and  wait  for  a  venditioni  exponas.  The 
rule  thus  laid  down  is  sustained  by  the  plainest  principles  of  jus- 
tice. The  duties  of  a  shenfi'do  not  require  him  to  make  a  sacri- 
fice of  the  debtor.  Every  consideration  of  justice  requires  that 
he  should  exercise  a  sound  discretion,  and  deal  with  equal  partial- 
ity between  the  debtor  and  creditor.  It  is  true,  that  mere  irregu- 
larities or  misconduct  in  the  sheriff  would  not,  in  general,  affect 
the  validity  of  the  sale,  unless  the  purchaser  was  advised  of  them, 
and  in  some  way  participated  therein. 

In  this  case,  Nye  himself  directed  the  excessive  levies  under  an 
execution  which  he  had  sued  out,  from  a  judgment  to  which  he 
was  himself  a  party  defendant.  This  circumstance  was  of  itself 
sufficient  to  throw  a  suspicion  of  unfairness  over  the  whole  trans- 
action. It  is  essential  to  a  pure  administration  of  the  law,  that 
the  time  and  mode  of  enforcing  the  collection  of  a  judgment  should 
be  left  exclusively  to  the  discretion  of  him  to  whom  it  of  right 
belongs.  It  is  indispensable  to  the  protection  of  the  rights  of  the 
plaintiff  in  such  case,  that  the  course  of  the  execution  should  be 
under  his  own  control.  Any  other  practice  might  lead  to  the 
greatest  fraud  upon  the  judgment  creditor.  It  is  true,  the  defend- 
ant says  he  had  the  sanction  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney;  but  it  may 
be  doubted  whether  even  an  attorney  has  the  power  to  place  the 
judgment  of  his  client  under  the  control  and  at  the  mercy  of  the 
defendant  in  that  judgment.  But  it  is  unnecessary  that  I  should 
make  any  decision  upon  this  point. 
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I  am  of  opinion  that  all  the  circiunstances  of  the  case  taken  to- 
gether, if  unexplained,  show  such  unfairness  as  should  induce  the 
court,  upon  final  hearing,  to  set  aside  the  sale,  upon  the  complain- 
ant paying  the  balance  of  the  judgment  under  which  it  was  ob- 
tained. 

Let  the  motion  to  dissolve  be  overruled. 
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A  court  of  equity  will  not  grant  relief  on  aooount  of  irregpularities  or  errorB  at  law. 

If  a  forthcoming  bond  be  quashed  by  a  void  proceeding,  the  bond  remains  in  full  foroe 
notwithstanding  that  proceeding ;  and  an  execution  subsequently  issued  on  the 
original  judgment  would  be  irregular,  and  would  be  superseded  on  application  to 
the  coort  from  which  it  emanated. 

The  Chancellor. 

There  was  a  judgment  at  law  against  the  complainant  as  a 
surety  of  Young.  An  execution  issued  and  a  forthcoming  bond 
was  given  by  Young,  in  which  complainant  did  not  join.  This 
bond  was  forfeited,  and  KJi.fa.  issued  thereon  and  returned  nulla 
bona.  Afterwards  the  bond  was  quashed,  and  a  new  execution 
issued  on  the  original  judgment,  which  is  about  to  be  made  out 
of  the  complainant's  property.  This  is  the  ground  presented  by 
the  bill  for  relief,  to  which  there  is  a  general  demurrer. 

I  can  see  nothing  in  the  case  as  stated  by  the  bill  which  calls 
for  the  interference  of  a  court  of  equity.  It  is  not  pretended  that 
there  has  been  in  point  of  fact  any  satis&ction  of  the  original 
judgment,  or  that  the  plaintiffs  at  law  have  done  any  act  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  complainant  which  would  entitle  him,  as  a  surety, 
to  be  discharged  from  the  debt.  The  bill  seems  to  proceed  upon 
the  idea  that  the  decision  of  the  circuit  court  in  quashing  the  forth- 
coming bond  was  irregular,  and  that  a  resort  cannot  therefore  be 
had  to  the  original  judgment  as  against  the  complainant,  especially 
as  he  had  no  notice  of  the  motion  to  quash  the  bond.  It  is  not 
my  province  to  decide  upon  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  at 
law.  That  is  the  duty  of  another  tribunal.  If  the  proceeding 
in  quashing  the  bond  was  void,  the  bond  remained  in  full  force 
notwithstanding  that  proceeding,  and  an  execution  on  the  original 
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judgment  would  be  irregular,  and  would  doubtless  be  superseded 
upon  application  to  the  court  from  which  it  emanated.  This 
court  has  nothing  to  do  with  mere  questions  of  error  or  irregular- 
ity in  judgments  at  law. 

The  demurrer  must  be  sustained,  and  the  bill  dismissed  at  the 
complainant's  costs. 

40* 
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Trustees  of  Jefferson  College  v.  James  C.  Dickson  et  al. 

The  statute  of  limitations  of  this  state  baning  all  claims  against  the  estates  of  dece- 
dents unless  presented  for  payment  within  eighteen  months  after  publication  of  notice 
to  that  effect,  does  not  apply  to  claims,  the  payment  of  which  is  secured  by  mortgage 
on  real  estate. 

The  statute  provides  that  all  claims  not  presented  within  eighteen  months  after  publi- 
cation of  notice  for  that  purpose,  **  shall  be  foreyer  barred,  and  the  eriate  of  the  tos- 
tator  discharged  from  such  claim  or  dsims,"  dec  The  term  *^utaU^  has  a  terhniral 
legal  sense,  and  denotes  the  quantity  of  interest  a  person  has  in  the  thing  to  which  it 
it  is  applisd.  The  interest  which  a  mortgagor  has  in  the  thing  morfesaged,  is  that 
portion  of  it  which  may  remain  after  satisfying  the  debt,  a  mere  equity  of  redemp- 
tbn.  A  mortgage  conveys  the  legal  estate  to  things  mortgaged  to  the  mortgagee,  a 
title  which  can  only  be  divested  by  a  payment  of  the  mortgage  money. 

As  between  the  mortgagor  and  mor^agee,  the  fee  of  the  estate  passes  to  the  moit^ 
gagee,  and  he  may,  unless  he  has  stipulated  to  the  contrary,  at  once  enter  or  bring 
an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  the  poosession. 

In  a  bill  for  foreclosure  it  is  not  necessary  to  brbg  the  personal  representatives  of  the 
mortgagor  before  the  court 

Although  a  mortgagee  may  seek  the  personal  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  admiEistrator 
of  the  mortgagor,  for  the  satisfaction  of  his  debt,  he  is  under  no  obUgoHon  to  do  so; 
he  may  rely  exclusively  upon  his  mortgage,  and  the  only  effect  of  the  non-preaenta- 
tion  of  his  claim  would  be  to  deprive  him  of  any  participation  in  the  personal  prop- 
er^ of  the  estate. 

When  a  mortgage  is  duly  recorded  in  the  lifetime  of  the  mortgagor,  the  administrator, 
of  the  mortgagor  is  as  much  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  claim  which  the  mortgage 
recites  as  if  the  claim  had  been  formally  presented  to  him  in  person. 

The  opinion  of  the  chancellor  fully  states  the  points  at  issue  in 
this  case. 

W.  C.  Smedes,  for  complainants. 

The  facts  in  this  case  are  briefly  these:  The  defendant's  ances- 
tor mortgaged  a  tract  of  land  to  secure  the  pa3nnent  of  certain 
notes,  which  are  past  due,  and  the  compla^iants  have  filed  their 
bill  to  foreclose  the  mortgage.  The  defendants  answer  admits  the 
mortgage  and  debt,  and  the  death  of  their  ancestor,  but  deny  that 
the  claims  secured  by  the  mortgage  were  ever  presented  to  the  ad- 
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jninistrator  of  their  ancestor  for  payment,  and  they  rely  on  the* 
statute,  Rev.  Code,  chap.  9,  sec.  115,  page  63,  in  bar  of  complain- 
ants' bill. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  the  complainants  assert  they  are  entitled 
to  a  decree  of  sale  of  the  land  mortgaged,  and  insist — 

First.  That  courts  of  equity  are  not  necessarily  bound  by  stat- 
utes of  limitation.  We  presimie  this  general  principle  will  not  be 
questioned;  as  it  is  not  essential  to  the  decision  of  the  case,  we 
refer  only  to  the  following  authorities  in  support  of  it:  1  Story's 
Eq.  73,  603;  Fonb.  Eq.  Book  I.  c.  IV.  sec.  27.  Where  the  subject 
is  peculiarly  and  exclusively  within  the  cognizance  of  equity,  it 
cannot  be  pleaded.    20  John.  Rep.  676;  T  John.  Ch.  Rep.  118. 

Second.  Trusts  are  not  subject  in  equity  to  the  operation  of  the 
statute.  Townsend  v.  Townsend,  1  Cox,  28;  1  Chit.  Eq.  Digest, 
664;  2  Scho.  <fc  Let  630;  Bigelow's  Executors  v.  Bigelow's  Ad- 
ministrators, 6  Ohio,  97;  17  Tesey,  97;  Becldbrd  v.  WaJce,  HoltQjr 
case  and  Vend.  345;  1  McCord's  €han.  Rep.  318;  Fonb.  Eq.  244: 
Kane  v.  Bloodgood,  7  John.  Chan.  Rep.  110. 

Third.  The  object  of  presentation  required  by  the  statute  is 
notice.  The  mortgage  is  notice  and  presentment.  The  heir  is  in 
priority  with  the  ancestor,  2  Co.  Lit.  506;  therefore  the  mortgage 
is  notice  to  the  defendants.  Executors  are  privy  in  representation 
to  the  testator,  2  Co.  Lit.  506.  Executors  are  bound  to  take  notice 
of  judgments  against  their  testator  at  their  peril,  Tol.  Eq.  290;  so 
also  of  decrees  in  equity,  Tol.  270;  2  Will.  661;  so  of  records,  2 
Will.  Ex.  677.  A  mortgage  is  constructive  notice,  even  to  those 
not  in  privity,  1  Story's  Eq.  392. 

Fourth.  The  estate  only  of  the  testator  is  discharged  from  the 
payment  of  the  debt,  and  that  is  but  the  equity  of  redemption. 
Gibson  v,  Crehore,  3  Pickering's  Reports,  480,  decides,  where  a 
man  makes  a  mortgage  and  dies,  his  estate  has  notliing  but  the 
equity  of  redemption,  and  his  general  creditors  a  right  only  to 
that.  The  failure  to  present,  discharges  therefore  only  the  equity 
of  redemption.  That  was  all  the  estate  of  the  testator.  The 
complainants  hold  the  legal  title,  and  are  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion. Mitford,  130;  2  Story's  Eq.  285.  The  executors  only  have 
a  right  to  the  possession  of  the  personalty,  A  failure  to  present, 
discharges  that,  and  no  more.    Suppose  the  estate  insolvent,— the 
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'creditors  take  only  what  the  testator  had,  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion; the  mortgage  creditor  fails  to  present  his  claim,  will  the 
heirs  take  the  land  discharged  from  the  debt? 

Fifth.  Only  the  executor,  administrator  and  collector  are  author- 
ized to  plead  the  statute.  ^^Expressio  unius  exclusio  est  alteriusJ* 
Courts  of  equity  will  never  extend  the  statute  of  limitations.  3 
Bro.  Ch.  Rep.  640;  2  Story's  Eq.  737.  The  statute  limits  the  right 
to  plead  the  act.  It  was  designed  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors 
generally,  and  is  therefore  not  pleadable  by  the  heirs  at  law,  as  the 
general  creditors  have  no  interest  vdl  the  land  mortgaged,  beyond 
the  equity  of  redemption. 

Sixth.  A  mortgage  is  an  estate  in  the  land,  and  not  a  mere  debt. 

1  Story's  Eq.  532.  The  relation  of  mortgagor  and  mor^agee  is 
not  that  of  debtor  and  creditor,  but  sui  generis,  2  Jack.  &  Walk. 
184.  By  the  conmion  law,  if  the  mortgagor  did  not  redeem  when 
tfie  debt  was  due,  he  forfeited  the  inheritance.  4  Kent's  Com. 
140.  The  title  of  the  mortgagee  is  absolute  at  law  on  defeoilt  of 
payment,  Mit.  Plead.  130,  and  he  may  enter  or  maintain  ejectment 

2  Story's  Eq.  285;  4  Kent.  Com.  155;  Jacjkson  ex  dem.  Tothill  v. 
Dubois,  4  John.  Rep.  216 ;  10  John.  Rep.  481;  2  Greenleaf,  132; 

3  Mass.  138.  A  mortgagee  may  at  any  time  enforce  his  lien, 
whether  the  estate  be  solvent  or  not,  and  until  he  does  the  land 
and  its  profits  in  either  case  are  the  heirs.  The  estate  is  always 
a  pledge  for  the  payment  of  fhe  debt,  but  till  the  mortgagee  en- 
ters the  heirs  are  entitled  to  the  rents.  16  Mass.  Rep.  286.  Mort- 
gage estates  descend  to  the  heir,  until  entry  and  foreclosure.  Ad- 
ministrators have  nothing.    16  Mass.  308;  9  Mass.  422. 

Seventh.  A  mortgage  may  be  enforced  in  three  ways,  by  eject- 
ment versus  the  mortgagor,  by  foreclosure  of  mortgage,  and  by 
action  on  bond  at  law ;  and  each  is  independent  of  the  other.  10 
John.  Rep.  481.  The  administrator  is  a  necessary  party  only  to 
the  latter  mode.  A  failure  to  present  would  dischaige  the  genend 
assets  only,  because  they  are  the  only  ones,  that  come  to  the  hands 
of  the  administrator.  The  heir  at  law  is  the  only  one  who  can 
file  a  bill  to  redeem.  9  Mass.  422.  An  administrator  can  not  do 
it.    5  Pick.  146. 

Eighth.  Where  an  estate  is  insolvent,  a  mortgage  debtor  has  an 
election  either  to  present  his  claim  for  allowance /7ro  rata^  or  rely 
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on  hiB  mortgage  only.  •&  fortiori  much  more  so,  where  the  estate 
is  not  insolvent.    16  Mass.  312. 

Where  the  creditor  of  an  insolvent  estkte  files  his  claim  general- 
ly with  the  commissioners  and  has  distribution  upon  his  whole 
claim,  he  waives  the  benefit  of  his  mortgage  to  secure  the  same 
debt.    6  Pick.  482. 

An  administrator  of  insolvent  estate  has  no  right  to  redeem  a 
mortgage  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  but  a  right  to  sell  the  equity 
of  redemption  only.    6  Pick.  160. 

An  administrator  can  not  sell  a  greater  estate  in  the  land  than 
intestate  had.    3  Greenlea^  282. 

Where  a  debt  secured  by  mortgage  is  laid  before  commissioners 
of  insolvency,  the  value  of  the  mortgaged  property  must  first  be 
deducted,  before  a  pro  rata  is  declared.  16  Pick.  259.  The  cre- 
ditor cannot  prove  for  his  whole  debt  and  yet  retain  the  mortgage. 
16  Mass.  308 ;  but  may  rely  on  the  mortgage  only.  16  Mass.  312; 
16  Pick.  257. 

Twenty  years  is  in  equity  the  shortest  period  that  will  bar  a 
suit  for  real  estate.  4  Cow.  717;  9  Wheat.  489.  The  rule  in 
equity  is  that  whenever  the  statute  of  limitations  barred  at  law,  it 
bars  in  equity  and  no  farther.  2  Sto.  Eq.  737.  "  It  seems  to  be 
the  settled  doctrine,  that  whenever  there  is  a  concurrent  jurisdic- 
tion of  law  and  equity,  the  statute  of  limitations  may  be  pleaded 
in  either  court.  Where  the  subject  is  peculiarly,  appropriately 
and  exclusively  within  the  cognizance  of  equity,  the  statute  can 
not  be  pleaded.'*  Fonb.  Eq.  Book  1,  Ch.  iv.  S.  27;  20  John.  Rep. 
676.    A  mortgage  is  only  forecloseable  in  equity. 

In  equity  a  party  having  two  funds,  and  another  party  but  one, 
to  secure  their  debts,  the  court  will  compel  the  first  to  resort  to 
the  fund  which  the  other  can  not  reach.  1  Sto.  Eq.  534-671 ;  1 
J.  C.  R.  412.  Will  it  punish  him  for  doing  voluntarily  and  with- 
out compulsion  what  the  court  would  have  made  him  do,  on  pro- 
per application.  And  yet  in  this  case  complainants  in  relying  on 
their  mortgage  have  only  obeyed  the  reqmrements  of  the  law. 

A  trust  or  charge  created  by  will  for  the  payment  of  debts,  pre- 
vents the  statute  from  running.  2  Y.  d&  B.  275.  Jones  v.  Scott, 
1  Russell  &  Mylne,  256;  Hughes  v.  Wynne,  1  Turn.  &  Russ.  307; 
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3H.d&M.  89;  much  more  so,  when  the  charge  is  created  by  deed 
in  testator's  life  time.    Forman  v.  Brooks,  9  Pick.  Rep.  213. 

A  mortgagee  in  a  suit  in  equity  for  the  administration  of  assets 
can  only  prove  for  so  much  of  his  debt  as  might  remain  tmpaid  by 
the  produce  of  the  mortgaged  estate.  1  Russ.  &  Myhie,  185.  The 
property  mortgaged  being  always  a  pledge,  first  to  be  resorted  to, 
for  the  pa3rment  of  the  debt  Armony  v.  Francis's  Administrator. 
16  Mass.  311.  And  there  is  no  compulsory  power  to  force  the 
mortgagee  to  foreclose.  16  Mass.  311.  This  case  is  very  fidl  to 
several  points  embraced  in  the  one  at  bar,  and  the  statute  of  Mas- 
sachusetts very  similar  to  our  own. 

The  whole  question  turns  on  the  interpretation  of  the  statute. 
It  is  said  the  ''claim  is  barred,"  but  this  does  not  discharge  the 
debt  or  satisfy  the  mortgage.  It  has  been  decided,  12  Cond  Rep. 
that  a  debt  may  be  barred  at  law  by  the  lapse  of  the  six  years, 
and  yet  the  mortgage  and  the  property  conveyed  by  it  are  still 
security  for  the  debt  in  equity.  Till  redemption,  the  estate  is  in 
the  mortgagee,  by  law  and  equity.  2Ch.Ca.61;  2  Com.  Dig.  726, 
title  Ch.  4  A.  1.  The  only  way  to  redeem  a  mortgage  in  equity 
is  to  pay  principal,  interest  and  charges.  2  Com.  Dig.  729,  732. 
The  barring  a  debt  is  merely  a  suspension  of  the  remedy.  The 
debt  subsists — ^3  Pet.  U.  S.  Rep.  278 — and  may  be  revived.  11 
Wheat  R.  316;  8  Mass.  133. 

The  statute  also  says,  "the  estate  of  the  testator  or  intestate 
shall  be  thereafter  discharged  from  the  payment  of  such  claim." 
What  estate?  Not  the  lands  and  tenements  themselv&,  but  the 
"estate  of  the  intestate."  An  estate  "is  that  title  or  interest  which 
a  man  hath  in  lands  or  tenements."  Co.  Lit.  345.  It  is,  says 
Blackstone,  such  interest  as  the  tenant  hath  therein.  In  this  case 
the  testator  had  but  an  equity  of  redemption,  and  that  we  admit 
the  heirs  are  entitled  to,  if  the  estate  is  solvent;  and,  if  insolvent, 
the  creditors  who  complied  with  the  law. 

The  whole  case  will  be  made  plain,  if  the  object  of  the  statute 
is  kept  in  view,  which  is  a  proper  rule  for  its  construction.  De- 
varris  on  Statutes,  689.  It  was  manifestly  to  procure  a  speedy 
adjustment  of  the  administration.  A  failure  to  present  his  claim, 
by  a  mortgagee,  cannot  retard  this  in  the  slightest  degree,  because 
"a  mortgagee  is  under  no  obligation  to  intermeddle  with  the  per- 
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sonal  assets,  or  to  seek  an  account  thereof — Sto.  Eq.  Plead.  181 — 
because  the  administrator  or  executor  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  a 
bill  of  foreclosure— Sto.  Eq.  Plead.  176, 181 — and  because  the  sta- 
tute, in  itt  express  phraseology,  applies  only  to  executors,  admin- 
istrators and  collectors.    Devarris,  694. 

This  view  of  the  case  we  think  conclusive  of  the.  question.  To 
give  the  statute  a  different  construction,  will  be  to  inflict  a  loss 
upon  innocent  parties,  and  reward  those  who  are  taking  advantage 
of  a  Ifchnical  and  unconscientious  plea  to  deprive  complainants  of 
their  debt,  and  clothe  themselves  with  property  to  which  they 
have  no  right,  either  legal  or  equitable.  Complainants  have  not 
slept  upon  their  rights.  Rel3ring  upon  the  mortgaged  premises  for 
their  security,  they  properly  refrained  from  intermeddling  with 
the  personal  assets  and  the  claims  of  other  creditors,  and  for  that 
they  are  to  be  amerced  with  the  total  loss  of  their  debt.  So  ab- 
horrent a  construction  was  never  intended  by  the  legislature,  and 
is  not  justified  by  the  statute. 

In  Massachusetts,  imder  a  precisely  similar  statute,  the  court 
has  almost  directly  decided  this  very  point.  In  Johnson  v.  Ames, 
11  Pick.  178,  {quod  vide,)  the  court  say,  "The  st.  1788,  c.  66,  and 
St.  1791,  c.  28,  directing  the  time  for  bringing  suits  against  heirs, 
executors  and  administrators,  apply  only  to  the  demands  of  credi- 
tors of  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  and  not  to  claims  on  specific 
property  held  by  the  deceased  in  trust  for  other  persons,  and  which 
has  come  into  the  hands  of  the  heir,  executor  or  administrator." 

We  refer  also  to  Famam  v.  Brooks,  9  Pick.  213,  where  "the 
court  say  distinctly,  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not  apply  to 
direct  trusts  created  by  deed  or  will,"  and  which  construction  the 
court,  in  11  Pick.  182,  re-adopts  and  applies  directly  to  the  sta- 
tutes limiting  suits  against  administrdfeors,  6cc. 

In  Weedthick  v.  Austin  et  al.  4  Mason's  C.  R.  29,  Judge  Story 
has,  in  effect,  decided  the  case  at  bar.  Says  that  judge,  "the  sta- 
tute of  limitations  (directing  suits  against  executors  and  adminis- 
trators) never  was  intended  to  apply  to  any  cases  of  trusts  or  trust 
property  in  the  hands  of  executors  and  administrators;  but  simply 
to  property  belonging  to  them  as  assets  of  the  testator.  The  law 
on  this  subject  does  not  appear  to  me  involved  in  any  real  difii- 
culty.    Executors  are  charged  with  no  more,  in  virtue  of  their 
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office,  than  the  administration  of  the  assets  of  the  testator.  If,  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  there  is  any  specific  personal  property  in 
his  hands  belonging  to  others,  which  he  holds  in  trust  or  other- 
wise, and  it  can  be  clearly  traced  and  distinguished  from  the  tes- 
tator's own,  such  property,  whether  it  be  goods,  securities,  stock, 
or  other  things,  is  not  assets  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  his  debts 
or  to  be  distributed  among  his  heirs,  but  is  to  be  held  by  the  exe- 
cutors as  the  testator  himself  held  it."  Con  v.  Brandon,  2  How. 
909;  19  Pick.  R.  303;  6  Wend.  137. 

Wm.  Yerger  for  defendants. 

All  claims  against  decedents  are  barred,  imless  presented  within 
eighteen  months  after  publication  of  notice  to  that  effec^  and  the 
estate  is  dischaiged  from  the  payment  of  the  [claim;  and  the  act 
may  be  given  in  evidence  in  bar  of  any  suit  or  action,  either  in 
law  or  equity,  brought  to  recover  the  same,  without  being  special- 
ly pleaded.    Howard  and  Hutch.  Dig.  413. 

The  special  statutes  of  limitations  against  executors,  &c.  are 
created  not  for  their  personal  convenience,  but  for  the  benefit  of 
the  estate  and  those  interested  in  it  Brown  v.  Anderson,  13  Mass. 
R.  203;  Gookin  v.  Sanborn,  3  N.  H.  Rep.  491;  Dawes  v.  Shed,  15 
Mass.  R.  6,  58. 

Although  an  administrator  is  not  bound  to  plead  the  general 
statute,  he  is  bound  to  plead  the  special  statute,  and  a  court  will 
not  give  him  power  to  sell  real  estate  to  pay  a  debt  thus  barred. 
Scott  V.  Hancock,  13  Mass.  162;  Thompson  t\  Brown,  16  Mass. 
172;  Heath  v.  Wells,  5  Pick.  140. 

The  ordinary  statutes  of  limitations  only  bar  the  remedy,  not 
the  debt;  and  as  a  consequence  of  this  rule,  it  has  been  uniformly 
held,  that  where  there  are  two  remedies,  one  barred  by  the  statute, 
the  other  not,  inasmuch  as  the  debt  was  not  barred,  the  party 
might  maintain  his  action  in  the  form  not  barred.  1  Bland  R. 
282;  1  Root  465;  5  Pick.  193;  11  Conn.  R  163;  6  Conn.  R.  246; 
9  Yerger  51. 

But  it  is  admitted  in  these  cases,  that  if  the  debt  is  barred,  no 
action  can  be  maintained  in  any  form;  and  that  if  a  debt  be  se- 
cured by  mortgage,  whenever  the  debt  is  barred,  so  is  a  foreclosure 
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of  the  mortgage.  11  Conn.  R.  162;  3  Esp.  R.  81;  2  Barn.  & 
Adolp.  413;  1  Bland  282. 

It  is'a  well  settled  rule,  that  where  statutes  of  limitations  only 
affect  the  remedy,  if  an  action  is  barred  by  the  statutes  of  one 
country,  and  the  debtor  removes  into  another,  where  it  takes  a 
longer  time  to  bar  the  remedy,  the  creditor  may  sue.  Biy. 
wherever  the  statute  bars  the  debt  or  demand  itself,  and  the  period 
to  form  the  bar  has  elapsed,  then  a  removal  into  another  country, 
having  a  longer  period  of  prescription,  does  not  revive  the  debt 
or  give  a  right  of  action  to  the  creditor.  Story  on  Conflict  of 
Laws,  487-489;  Shelby  v.  Grey,  11  Wheaton,  361,  371, 372.  See 
also,  Huber  v.  Steiner,  2  Bing.  N.  Cases,  202,  211;  Don  v.  Lipp^ 
man,  5  Clark  &  Finnell  1, 16;  Smith's  Sel.  Leading  Cases. 

If  such  be  the  rule  in  relation  to  statutes  of  limitations  barring 
the  debt,  and  their  applicability  in  foreign  states,  a  fortiori^  wher- 
ever a  debt  is  barred  by  the  limitation  laws  of  a  state,  a  creditor 
cannot  select  any  form  of  action  which  will  enable  him  to  recover 
upon  the  debt. 

A  mortgage  is  a  mere  security  for  a  debt,  and  collateral  to  it. 
A  release  of  the  debt  is  a  release  of  the  mortgage.  Whatever  dis- 
charges the  debt,  discharges  the  mortgage.  2  Gallison's  C.  C.  R. 
152;  3  Johns.  Ch.  R.  255;  6  Vesey  670;  7  Ibid  332;  2  Cowan 
195;  2  A.  K.  Marsh,  109;  1  Bibb.  526;  3  Esp.  81;  22  Eng.  C.  L. 
R.  113;  11  Conn.  R.  162. 

It  is  a  well  known  rule,  that  as  between  real  and  personal  repre- 
sentatives of  all  persons  deceased,  the  personal  estate  in  the  hands 
of  the  executor  or  administrator  is  the  primary  and  natural  fund 
for  the  payment  of  debts  of  every  description,  contracted  by  the 
testator  or  intestate;  consequently  a  creditor,  who  by  his  laches 
puts  it  out  of  his  power  to  collect  his  debt  out  of  the  administra- 
tor, cannot  enforce  it  against  the  heirs.  2  Williams  on  Exrs. 
1043. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  is  a  bill  for  the  technical  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  upon 
real  estate,  against  the  defendants  as  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  de- 
ceased mortgagors.  The  defence  set  up  is,  that  there  was  no  pre- 
sentation of  the  notes  which  the  mortgage  was  made  to  secure,  to 
Vol.  I.— 41 


482  SUPERIOR  COURT 

Tmttees  of  Jefieraon  College  v.  James  C.  Dickaon  et  uL 

the  personal  representatives  of  the  mortgagors,  within  the  time 
prescribed  by  the  statute  upon  that  subject;  and  it  is  insisted  that 
this  omission  not  only  bars  any  remedy  upon  the  notes,  but  dis- 
charges the  debt  itself,  and  works  an  extinguishment  of  the  mort- 
gage. The  statute  requires  that  "All  claims  against  the  estates  of 
^^ased  persons  shall  be  presented  to  the  executor,  culministrator 
or  collector  within  eighteen  months  after  publication  of  notice  for 
that  purpose  by  such  executor,  &c.,  and  not  after;  and  all  claims 
not  presented  within  the  time  aforesaid  shall  be  forever  barred, 
and  the  estate  of  the  testator  or  intestate  shall  be  thereafter  dis- 
charged from  such  claim  or  claims,  and  the  executor,  &c.  may  give 
this  act  in  evidence  without  pleading  the  same  specially  in  bar  of 
any  suit  or  action  either  in  law  or  equity  brought  to  recover  the 
amount  of  any  claim  or  claims  of  which  notice  had  not  been 
given  by  the  creditor  or  creditors,  &c." 

It  is  perfectly  clear,  both  upon  principle  and  authority,  that  if 
the  statute  were  one  of  mere  limitation  or  negative  prescription, 
affecting  the  remedy  only,  then  although  the  remedy  at  law  for 
recovering  the  debt  secured  by  the  mortgage  may  be  barred,  this 
could  not  affect  the  right  of  the  complainants  to  a  foreclosure  of 
their  mortgage  in  this  court;  because  such  a  proceeding  involves 
the  title  to  the  land  itself,  which  by  analogy  can  only  be  barred 
by  the  limitation  of  twenty  years.  In  many  cases  a  party  may 
have  one  remedy,  although  he  may  have  lost  another  in  respect  to 
the  same  claim.  Such  is  the  case  of  a  creditor  holding  a  mort- 
gage for  the  security  of  his  debt;  he  may  file  his  bill  in  chancery 
to  foreclose,  bring  his  suit  at  law  for  his  debt,  or  his  action  of 
ejectment  for  the  possession  of  the  mortgage  premises,  and  his 
right  to  recover  in  either  form  of  action  could  not  be  affected  by 
showing  that  he  was  barred  as  to  one  of  them,  because  such  a 
statute  affects  the  remedy  only,  and  leaves  the  debt  or  claim  still 
subsisting.  Belknap  v.  Gleason,  6  Conn.  Rep.  160 ;  Hughes  v. 
Edwards,  9  Wheaton  Rep.  489;  Lingan  v.  Henderson,  1  Bland's 
Ch.  Rep.  282;  Duval's  heirs  v.  McLoskey,  1  Ala.  Rep.  N.  S.  745. 

But  it  is  insisted  that  the  statute  referred  to  not  only  limits  the 
remedy  but  discharges  the  debt,  where  the  hcflder  is  under  obliga- 
tion to  present  it  within  the  prescribed  time  and  fails  to  do  so;  and 
this  I  think  is  its  plain  and  obvious  constnietion.    If,  therefore,  the 
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complainants  were  bound  to  present  their  claim,  their  omission 
to  do  so  not  only  discharged  the  debt,  but  extinguished  the  mort- 
gage, for  whatever  releases  or  extinguishes  the  first,  equally  ex- 
tinguishes the  latter.  Gookin  v.  Sanborn  et  aL  3  New  Hamp- 
shire R.  191. 

The  principal  question  then  to  be  examined  is,  does  this  statiy^e 
apply  to  claims,  the  payment  of  which  is  secured  by  mortgage  on 
real  estate.  I  think  not.  In  such  case  the  title  to  the  land  stands 
pledged  by  solemn  contract  for  the  pajrment  of  the  debt,  and  the 
mortgagee  may  at  his  election  repose  upon  that  pledge  alone,  with- 
out looking  to  the  personal  assets  of  the  mortgagor.  The  lan- 
guage of  the  statute  is,  that  ''the  estate  of  the  intestate  shall  be 
thereafter  discharged,"  d&c.^  The  word  estate  has  a  technical, 
legal  sense,  and  denotes  the  quantity  of  interest  a  person  has  in  the 
thing  to  which  it  is  applied.  The  interest  which  a  mortgagor  has 
in  the  thing  mortgaged,  is  that  portion  of  it  which  may  remain 
after  satisfying  the  debt  What  estate,  then,  is  discharged?  In 
such  case  it  is  clear  that  the  statute  can  only  apply,  if  it  applies  at 
all,  to  the  equity  of  redemption  which  remained  with  the  intes- 
tate at  the  time  of  his  decease.  It  does  not  profess  to  affect  or 
discharge  any  estate  which  he  had  previously  granted  out  of  the 
same  thing. 

A  mortgage  is  something  more  than  a  mere  lien  or  security  for 
a  debt.  It  carries  with  it  a  qualified  title  to  the  mortgage  prem- 
ises, which  can  only  be  divested  by  a  payment  of  the  mortgage 
debt.  As  between  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  the  fee  of  the 
estate  passes  to  the  mortgagee,  and  he  may,  unless  he  has  stipula- 
ted to  the  contrary,  at  cmce  enter  or  bring  an  action  of  ejectment 
to  recover  possession.  Blaney  v.  Bearce,  2  [Greenleaf  Rep.  132; 
Conrad  v.  Atlantic  Insurance  Company,*  1  Peters'  Rep.  386;  16 
Mass.  Rep.  345.  *^/ 

If  the  complainants'  claim  is  discharged,  it  must  be  because  the 
law  imposed  upon  them  the  unconditional  necessity  of  presenting 
it  to  the  personal  representatives  of  the  mortgagors,  and  of  receiv- 
ing payment  at  their  hands  out  of  the  personal  assets.  How 
stands  the  law  upon  this  subject?  It  is  a  well  settled  rule  of 
pleading,  that  in  a  bill  for  foreclosure  it  is  not  necessary  to  bring 
the  personal  representatives  of  the  mortgagor  before  the  court. 
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Calvert  on  Parties,  p.  167, 168;  Duncombe  v.  Hanstey,  3  P.  Wms. 
533,  note  A;  Story's  Eq.  PI.  181.  This  could  not  be  the  rale  if 
the  mortgagee  were  bound  to  seek  the  personal  estate,  or  to  look 
to  the  personal  representatives.  Indeed  the  very  reason  of  the 
rule  is  stated  to  be,  that  the  mortgagee  is  under  no  obligation  to 
iptermeddle  with  the  personal  assets  or  to  seek  an  account  thereof. 

If  then  the  creditor  in  such  case  is  not  bound  to  seek  the  per- 
sonal assets  for  the  satisfaction  of  his  debt,  there  can  be  no  reason  for 
requiring  him  to  present  the  claim  to  the  personal  representative, 
who  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  real  estate  of  the  deceased,  upon 
which  the  payment  of  the  debt  stands  charged,  by  virtue  of  the 
mortgage.    It  is  trae  that  at  common  law,  the  personal  proper- 
ty of  a  deceased  person  is  the  primary  fund  for  the  payment 
of  his  debts;  but  this  is  a  question  exclusively  between  the  heir 
and  the  personal  representative;  in  such  a  controversy  the  latter 
may  be  compelled  to  apply  the  personalty  in  exoneration  of  the 
realty.    Parsons  v.  Freeman,  Amb.  Rep.  115.    This  doctrine  does 
not,  however,  affect  the  right  of  a  creditor  who  holds  an  incum- 
brance upon  the  realty  as  a  specific  pledge  for  the  payment  of  his 
debt,  to  pursue  that  fund  alone,  if  he  shall  so  elect.     I  hence  con- 
clude, that  it  was  only  intended  by  the  statute  to  "dischaige"  such 
estate  as  properly  comes  to  the  hands  of  the  personal  representa- 
tive, to  be  administered,  and  that  it  is  only  upon  that  class  of  cred- 
itors whose  proper  resort  is  to  the  personalty  that  the  duty  of  pre- 
senting their  claims  is  devolved. 

Whence  the  necessity  or  propriety  of  presenting  a  claim  to  an 
administrator  when  the  fund  specifically  chai^^ed  with  its  payment 
is  not  in  his  hands.  Under  such  circumstances,  there  mififht  be 
strong  moral  reasons  why  the  administrator  might  refuse  pajrment, 
notwithstanding  the  solvency  of  the  estate.  Suppose  the  person- 
alty to  be  barely  sufiicient  to  pay  the  general  or  simple  contract 
creditors;  they  would,  in  equity,  have  a  clear  right  to  compel  the 
mortgagee  to  resort  to  his  mortgage  fund,  if  that  was  sufficient; 
and  if  the  mortgage  creditors  was  allowed  to  exhaust  the  personal 
assets,  they  would  be  substituted  to  his  rights  under  the  mortgage. 
It  is  true,  perhaps,  that  this  equity  would  only  be  administered  as 
between  the  creditors  themselves;  but  the  principle  goes  far  to 
sustain  the  views  which  I  have  laid  down.  Although  a  mortgagee 
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may,  doabtless,  seek  the  personal  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  ad- 
ministrator for  the  satisfaction  of  his  debt,  yet  the  ground  which  I 
take  is,  that  he  is  mider  no  obligation  to  do  so;  he  may,  if  he 
chooses,  rely  exclusively  upon  his  mortgage;  and  the  only  effect 
of  the  nan-presentation  of  his  claim  would  be  to  deprive  him  of 
any  participation  in  the  personal  property  of  the  estate.  Duval's 
heirs  v.  McLoskey,  1  Ala.  Rep.  N.  S.  745,  746. 

But  even  if  the  complainants  were  bound  to  present  their  claim, 
still  I  incline  to  the  opinion  that  enough  has  been  done,  in  that 
way,  to  satisfy  the  law.  The  statute  is  one  of  mere  policy,  in- 
volving nothing  of  fixed  principles;  and  the  court  will  not  seek, 
by  construction,  to  place  cases  within  its  pale,  where  that  policy 
would  be  contravened. 

The  inclination  of  courts  has  been  rather  to  relieve  than  to 
force  cases  within  the  operation  of  such  statutes.  The  obvious 
intention  of  the  law  is  to  give  notice  to  the  personal  representa- 
tive of  the  amount  and  the  extent  of  the  claims  upon  the  estate, 
that  they  may  be  promptly  arranged  and  the  estate  settled;  and  to 
advise  legatees,  creditors  or  distributees  of  the  true  condition  of 
the  estate.  If  this  notice  is  fully  and  distinctly  communicated, 
through  any  legal  channel,  the  policy  and  purposes  of  the  statute 
are  as  fully  subserved  as  if  that  notice  was  derived  through  a  per- 
sonal presentation  of  the  claim.  Here  the  mortgage  had  been  du- 
ly recorded,  in  the  life  time  of  the  mortgagor,  thus  giving  con- 
structive notice  to  all  who  might  thereafter  become  interested  in 
the  land  mortgaged;  and  the  administrator  was  as  much  bound  to 
take  notice  of  the  claim  which  it  recites  as  if  it  had  be^i  formally 
presented  to  him  in  person. 

From  this  view  of  the  case,  I  think  the  defence  set  up  cannot 
be  sustained,  and  that  the  complainants  are  entitled  to  a  decree. 

Let  the  case  be  referred  to  the  clerk  to  compute  the  amount  of 
principal  and  interest  due  on  the  mortgage. 

41* 
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If  An  adinioiitnitor  fentes  a  falae  or  firaadalent  acooont,  the  proper  remedy  is  by  a  bill 
to  rarcharge  and  hSa£j  the  account;  and  a  bill  for  that  pnipoae  must  point  out  and 
deaignate  the  erron,  omiisions,  and  false  charges  complained  of. 

Where  an  administrator  wasted  and  appropriated  to  his  own  use  the  estate  of  his  in- 
testate, and  died  before  rendering  his  final  account ;  held,  that  his  administratori  and 
their  sureties  were  not  liable  for  such  mal-administiation  of  their  intestate,  except  so 
hi  as  property  of  the  estate  so  mal-administered  came  into  their  hands  in  specie 
from  the  hands  of  their  intestate,  unadministered. 

Where  an  administrator  died,  having  in  his  possession  assets  of  his  intestate  unadmin- 
istered, which  came  to  the  hands  of  his  own  administrators  in  specie;  hold,  that  the 
distributees  of  the  estate  to  which  said  assets  belonged  could  not  maintain  suit  for 
the  same,  but  that  such  suit  must  be  brought  by  the  administrator  de  bonU  nan  of 
•uch  estate. 

The  representatives  of  an  administrator  cannot  bo  compelled  to  account  with  any  per- 
son but  the  administrator  de  bonis  non. 

Distributees  cannot  maintain  a  suit  in  equity  to  recover  property  belonging  to  the  estat» 
of  their  ancestor  without  the  assent  of  the  personal  representative,  unless  it  is 
averred  that  such  personal  representative  refused  to  pursue  the  matter  himself 

In  November,  1835,  James  C.  Dickson  died,  leaving  a  laige 
estate  in  stock,  farming  utensils,  and  also  fifty-six  slaves.  His 
only  children  were  Michael  J.  Dickson,  David  Dickson,  and 
Martha  Ann  Dickson,  all  of  whom  were  minors.  On  the  23d  of 
February,  1836,  Jacob  B.  Womack  obtained  letters  of  administra- 
tion and  guardianship  on  said  estate,  and  proceeded  to  administer 
the  same.  Shortly  after  Martha  Ann  Dickson  intermarried  with 
Joseph  W.  Miller.  In  the  summer  of  1836,  Jacob  B.  Womack 
died  intestate,  and  Martha  L.  Womack,  (his  widow,)  Abraham^ 
Womack,  senior,  and  Abraham  Womack,  junior,  administered  on 
his  estate.  Joseph  W.  Miller  then  obtained  letters  de  bonis  non 
on  the  estate  of  Dickson,  Womack's  administrators  were  subse- 
quently removed,  and  L.  L.  Taylor,  who  had  in  the  time  being 
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intermarried  with  Jacob  B.  Womack's  widow,  received  letters  de 
bonis  non  on  Womack's  estate. 

The  heirs  and  distributees  of  James  C.  Dickson  filed  their  bill 
in  chancery  against  the  administrators  and  the  administrator  de 
bonis  nony  and  their  respective  sureties,  of  Jacob  B.  Womack, 
charging  that  the  latter,  as  administrator  of  Dickson,  had  wasted 
all  the  personal  estate  of  said  Dickson,  without  paying  any  debts 
of  said  estate;  and  that  in  one  instance  he  had  sold  eight  slaves 
of  said  estate  as  administrator,  and  had  purchased  them  himself, 
for  the  sum  of  ten  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  and  that  at  the 
time  of  his  death  he  had  these  eight  slaves  and  other  property  of 
Dickson's  estate  in  his  possession;  that  these  slaves  came  into  the 
hands  of  Womack's  administrators,  who  sold  them  to  Abraham 
Womack,  junior,  in  whose  possession  they  were  when  this  bill 
was  filed.  They  further  charge,  that  Womack's  estate  was  in- 
debted to  Dickson's  estate  in  the  sum  of  twenty-eight  thousand 
three  hundred  dollars,  for  which  Dickson's  administrator  held 
Womack's  three  promissory  notes. 

The  complainants  claimed  that  they  had  right  either  to  pursue 
the  eight  slaves  in  the  hands  of  Abraham  Womack,  or  to  recover 
the  ten  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  for  which  Jacob  B.  Womack 
purchased  them  at  his  own  sale,  as  they  might  elect.  They  also 
insisted  that  Womack's  administrators  were  fully  apprized  of  the 
indebtedness  of  their  intestate  to  Dickson's  estate,  and  that  even 
if  Womack's  estate  was  insolvent,  they  had  a  right  to  a  pro  rata 
dividend  of  the  same;  that  said  administrators  had  never  settled 
up  the  estate  of  Womack,  and  that  they  retained  assets  in  their 
hands  unadministered.  The  bill  prays  for  an  account  to  be  taken, 
that  the  court  settle  the  rights  of  die  complainants  and  the  liabili- 
ties of  the  defendants  and  their  sureties,  and  decree  accordingly. 

To  this  bill  the  defendants  filed  their  demurrer. 

Quitman  and  McMurran,  for  defendants,  set  forth  the  follow- 
ing special  causes. 

Hrst.  That  it  does  not  appear  by  said  bill  whether  the  said 
compl^nant  Miller  sues  in  his  right  as  distributee,  or  as  adminis- 
trator M  bonis  non  of  said  James  C.  Dickson,  deceased. 
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Second.  That  said  complainants  aie  improperly  joined  in  said 
biU. 

Third.  That  said  complainants  have  made  the  securities  of  this 
defendant  and  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  Jacob  B.  Womack 
and  his  securities  parties  defendants  to  the  bill. 

Fourth.  That  the  complainants  set  forth  a  title  in  law  to  the 
slaves  claimed  by  their  bill. 

Fifth.  That  complainants  show  by  their  bill  a  title  if  any  to 
said  slaves  claimed  in  the  said  bill  in  Miller  as  administrator  ck 
bonis  non  of  said  James  C  Dickson,  deceased. 

Sixth.  That  it  does  not  appear  by  said  bill  whether  the  com- 
plainants seek  to  charge  this  defendant  in  his  own  right,  or  as  ad- 
ministrator of  said  Jacob  B.  Womack. 

Seventh.  That  said  bill  does  not  state  that  any  debt  due  by  the 
estate  of  said  J.  B.  Womack  to  the  estate  of  said  Jas.  C.  Dickson 
was  due  and  unpaid  at  the  time  of  filing  said  bill. 

Eighth.  That  said  bill  alleges  that  the  administration  of  this 
defendant  and  the  other  administrators  of  the  estate  of  said  J.  B. 
Womack  is  still  unsettled. 

Ninth.  That  it  appears  by  the  said  bill  that  the  probate  court 
of  Hinds  coimty  has  jurisdiction  of  the  matters  therein  contained, 
and  not  this  court. 

Tenth.  That  the  remedy  of  said  complainants,  if  any  they 
have,  is  at  law. 

Eleventh.  That  said  bill  is  otherwise  vague,  informal,  multi- 
farious, &c. 

Rucks  and  YergerS;  contra. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  complainants  file  their  bill  as  distributees  of  J.  C.Dick- 
son's estate,  against  the  defendants  as  administrators  and  adminis- 
trator €le  bonis  non  of  Jacob  B.  Womack,  who  was  administrator 
of  said  J.  C.  Dickson.  The  bill  chafes  that  J.  B.  Womack  bid 
off,  at  his  own  sale  as  administrator  of  Dickson,  or  otherwise  ap- 
propriated to  his  own  use,  a  number  of  slaves  belonging  to  said 
estate,  including  eight  which  it  is  allied  he  purchased  at  his  own 
sale  as  administrator  of  said  Jacob  B.  Womack;  that  Womack's 
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administrator  reported  his  estate  in  debt,  by  note  to  Dickson's 
estate,  in  the  sum  of  twenty-eight  thousand  three  hundred  dollars. 
The  bill  states  that  the  complainants  cannot  say  whether  the  in- 
ventory of  Womack's  estate  is  correct,  nor  whether  the  list  of 
debts  is  correct,  nor  can  they  state  what  waste  or  acts  of  mal-ad- 
ministration  may  have  been  committed  by  his  administrators  or 
administrator  de  bonis  non^  but  do  not  admit  that  the  inventory 
or  list  of  debts  are  correct;  that  the  first  administrator  of  Womack 
did  not  fully  administer  the  assets  which  came  to  his  hands,  but 
retains  considerable  parts  or  portions  of  the  same,  and  so  also  of 
the  second  administrator,  and  then  calls  upon  the  defendants  to 
make  discovery  of  all  these  things.  The  bill  prays  for  an  account 
of  the  estate  of  Womack,  and  then  for  an  account  generally  of  all 
the  matters  stated  in  the  bUl,  and  for  a  decree  settling  the  rights 
of  the  complainants  and  defining  the  liabilities  of  the  defendants 
and  their  sureties. 

To  tliis  bill  the  defendants  have  all  filed  their  separate  demur- 
rers, and  various  grounds  of  demurrer  axe  set  out.  To  apply  the 
causes  for  demurrer,  it  is  necessary  to  extract  from  the  bill,  as  far 
as  may  be,  the  several  distinct  matters  or  grounds  in  r^ard  to 
which  relief  is  sought,  and  then  to  see  what  relation  the  defend- 
ants severally  or  collectively  bear  to  the  several  matters  set  up  in 
the  bill.  It  will  be  seen  that  the  complainants  sue  as  distributees 
of  the  estate  of  James  C.  Dickson,  deceased;  and  that  the  suit  is 
against  the  defendants,  in  their  character  as  administrators  of  the 
estate  of  J.  B.  Womack,  deceased,  and  against  their  sureties,  found- 
ed upon  the  charge  that  the  intestate  of  the  defendants  was  the 
administrator  of  the  complainants'  father,  through  whom  they 
claim;  and  the  grounds  taken  by  the  bill  for  a  decree  against  the 
defendants  are  the  following: 

First.  That  the  defendants'  intestate,  as  administrator  of  Dick- 
son, wasted  and  appropriated  a  large  portion  of  the  estate  to  his 
own  use. 

Second.  That  eight  or  more  of  the  negroes  belonging  to  the 
estate  of  Dickson  are  in  the  hands  of  one  of  the  defendants,  Abram 
Womack,  jun. 

Third.  That  the  estate  of  Womack  is  indebted  to  the  estate  of 
Dickson  in  the  sum  of  twenty-eight  thousand  three  hundred  dol- 
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larsy  which  the  bill  allies  the  complainants  have  a  right  to  charge 
upon  the  administrators  of  Womack  and  their  sureties. 

Foifirth.  That  the  administrators  of  Womack  have  not  fully  ac- 
counted for  the  estate  of  their  intestate. 

The  bill  prays  that  they  be  held  to  account.  Upon  this  state- 
ment of  the  grounds  of  the  bill,  the  inquiry  at  once  arises,  can 
the  complainants  maintain  a  suit,  as  distributees,  for  all  or  any  of 
these  causes?  And  if  so,  second,  can  the  defendants  be  made  lia- 
ble on  all  or  any  of  these  grounds,  in  the  character  they  are 
sued  on? 

The  sale  and  purchase  of  the  eight  slaves  belonging  to  the 
estate  of  Dickson,  by  Jacob  B.  Womack,  as  administrator,  was,  I 
apprehend,  such  an  administration  or  conversion  of  them  as  would 
prevent  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  from  maintaining  suit  for 
their  recovery.  I  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  complainants,  as 
distributees  of  Dickson,  would  have  the  right  to  pursue  the  slaves 
in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  Abram  Womack,  jr.,  who  bought 
them  at  the  sale  of  J.  B.  Womack's  estate,  provided  it  were  alleged 
that  he  had  notice  that  they  were  the  property  of  Dickson's  estate, 
and  also  had  notice  of  the  manner  of  J.  B.  Womack's  purchase; 
but  no  such  notice  is  allied.  This  right  would  rest  upon  the 
familiar  principle,  that  a  purchaser  of  trust  property  with  notice, 
actual  or  constructive,  of  the  trust  attached  to  it,  takes  it  clothed 
with  the  trust,  and  becomes  ipso  facto  trustee.  1  Yerger,  296. 
But  the  complainant's  right  to  pursue  these  slaves  in  the  hands  of 
Abram  Womack  has  no  conceivable  connection  with  his  late  cha- 
racter as  administrator  of  J.  B.  Womack. 

So  far  as  the  conjectured  inaccuracy  of  the  inventory  and  Ust 
of  indebtedness  and  accounts  of  the  estate  of  Womack  by  the  ad- 
ministrators is  concerned,  it  is  clear  that  there  is  no  foundation  for 
sustaining  this  bill,  even  if  the  proper  parties  were  before  the  court 
These  matters  could  only  be  reached  by  a  bill  to  surcharge  and 
falsify  the  accounts,  and  it  is  well  settled  that  a  bill  for  that  pur- 
pose must  point  out  and  designate  the  errors,  omissions,  and  false 
charges  complained  of;  and  where  an  account  is  gone  into  under 
such  a  bill,  the  complainants  are  limited  to  such  matters  as  they 
have  specifically  alleged  to  be  over  charges,  errors  and  omissions. 
Phillips  V.  Baldwin,  4  Oranch,  306;  1  ed.  Ch.  1. 
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Womack's  administrators  and  their  sureties  have  nothing  to  do 
with  the  estate  of  Dickson,  and  cannot  be  proceeded  against  ex* 
cept  so  far  as  property  belonging  to  Dickson's  estate,  came  into 
their  hands  in  specie  from  the  hands  of  their  intestate  miadminis- 
tered.  Their  liability  would  then  arise  from  the  fact  of  their  hav- 
ing the  property  in  their  hands,  and  not  from  their  character  as 
administrators  of  Womack.  Barber  v.  Robertson,  1  Littell,  96. 
But  in  such  case  the  suit  would  have  to  be  brought  by  the  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  non  of  Dickson,  as  such  property  would  be  assets 
in  his  hands.  Such  suit  cannot  be  maintained  by  the  comfdain- 
ants  as  distributees.  In  the  case  of  Emerson  v.  Staton,  1  Monroe, 
Rep.  118,  it  was  held,  that  distributees  could  not  maintain  a  suit 
in  eq[uity  for  the  recovery  of  debts  belonging  to  the  estate  of  their 
ancestor  without  the  assent  of  the  personal  representative,  unless 
it  was  averred  that  such  representative  refused  to  pursue  the  mat- 
ter himself.  In  the  cas^  of  Cannon  v.  Jenkins,  1  Dev.  Eq.  Rep. 
422,  it  was  distinctly  held,  that  the  representatives  of  an  adminis- 
trator could  not  be  compelled  to  account  with  any  person  but  the 
admioistrator  de  bonis  non.  This  case  is  strikingly  analogous  to 
the  present,  and  is  a  strong  authority  for  the  defendants.  But  it 
seems  to  me  demonstrably  clear  that  in  such  a  suit,  even  if  brou^t 
by  Dickson's  administrator  de  bonis  non^  the  sureties  of  Womack's 
administrators  could  not  be  joined.  They  became  bound  that  the 
administrators  would  faithfully  administer  the  property  and  effects 
belonging  to  Womack,  deceased,  not  that  they  would  account  for 
the  property  of  any  third  person  that  might  get  into  their  hands ; 
nor  have  the  sureties  of  Womack's  administrators  any  thing  to  do 
with  the  devastavit  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  Womack, 
as  the  administrator  of  Dickson's  estate.  This  might  be  matter  of 
accountability  against  Womack's  sureties,  but  certainly  not  against 
the  sureties  of  Womack's  administrators.  But  it  is  alleged  that 
Womack's  estate  is  in  debt  to  Dickson's  estate  by  note  in  the  sum 
of  twenty-eight  thousand  dollars.  This  surely  furnishes  no  foun- 
dation for  the  maintenance  of  a  suit  in  the  name  of  Dickson's 
distributees.  Dickson's  administrator  de  bonis  non  is  the  creditor 
representing  this  claim,  and  has  his  ready  remedy  at  law,  or  if  ne- 
cessary may  in  his  character  of  creditor  file  his  bill  in  this  court 
against  Womack's  administrator  for  a  discovery  of  assets  and  the 
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payment  of  the  debt.  This  seems  in  part  to  have  been  the  pui- 
pose  of  this  bill.  But  such  a  bill  cannot  be  maintained  by  the 
complainants  in  their  character  of  distributees.  There  is  no  pri- 
yity  between  them  and  the  debtors  of  the  estate.  I  know  of  no 
rule  that  authorises  distributees  of  an  estate,  either  at  law  or  in 
equity,  to  recover  the  debts  due  the  estate ;  such  an  office  belongs 
peculiarly  and  exclusively  to  the  administrator,  if  there  be  one, 
except  under  a  very  special  state  of  things,  not  pretended  to  exist 
in  this  case.  Mit.  PI.  Am.  Ed.  215,  top  page ;  1  McCord,  Gh.  R. 
325 ;  6  Munf.  418. 

In  relation  to  the  joinder  of  the  former  with  the  present  admin- 
istrator of  Womack,  I  see  no  objection.  If  the  complainants  had 
shown  a  right  to  sue  them,  such  a  joinder  seems  to  be  proper.  See 
Holland  v.  Pryor,  1  Mylne  &  Keene,  237 ;  Con.  Eng.  Ch.  R.  It 
is  estimated  although  not  expressly  alleged  in  the  biU,  that  the 
estate  of  Womack  has  been  reported  insolvent  If  this  fiict  had 
distinctly  appeared,  it  would  of  itself  have  constituted  an  insuper- 
able objection  to  the  suit.  Our  statute  expressly  prohibits  a  suit 
from  being  maintained  against  administrators  after  a  declaration  of 
insolvency.  A  suit  under  such  circumstances  could  only  be  main- 
tained, I  apprehend,  if  at  all,  upon  a  bill  expressly  charging  fraud 
in  procuring  such  declaration  of  insolvency. 

The  several  demurrera  must  be  sustained,  and  the  bill  dismissed 
without  prejudice. 

From  this  decision  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  High  Court  of 
Errora  and  Appeals,  which  remains  imdecided. 
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Where  a  motion  is  made  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  upon  bill  and  answer,  and 
the  answer  denies  all  the  material  obligations  of  the  bill,  a  receiver  will  not  be  ap- 
pointed. 

A  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  only  where  the  grounds  laid  in 
his  bill  are  admitted  by  the  answer,  or  are  established  by  his  proofs. 

The  probate  court  is  the  proper  tribunal  for  the  correction  of  an  executor's  account. 

A  court  of  chancery  can  base  no  action  upon  a  matter  over  which  it  has  no  jurisdiction 
or  control. 

Quere. — Where  an  executor  is  charged  with  wasting  an  estate  and  appropriating  the 
proceeds  thereof  to  his  own  use,  has  the  probate  court  power  to  place  the  estate  in  the 
hands  of  a  receiver  ? 

The  bill  in  this  case  charges  that  Valentine  C.  Ray  died  in  the 
latter  part  of  the  year  1836,  leaving  his  last  will  and  testament, 
which  has  been  duly  proven  and  recorded,  in  the  probate  court  of 
Warren  county.  That  by  the  will  various  legacies  are  bequeathed 
to  different  persons,  and  all  the  property  both  real  and  personal 
after  the  payment  of  all  his  debts  and  several  legacies  particularly 
specified,  is  devised  to  his  wife,  Martha,  who  is  charged  to  be  the 
same  Martha  who  is  one  of  the  complainants,  and  who  has  since 
intermarried  with  complainant,  James  Simmons.  It  is  charged 
that  defendant  Henderson  and  George  W.  McEnrath  were  nomi- 
nated and  appointed  executors  of  said  will,  and  ^^all  the  property 
directed  to  be  kept  together  until  all  the  debts  were  paid;"  that 
Henderson  qualified  as  executor  and  took  possession  of  all  the 
property,  and  McEnrath  in  the  proper  court  renounced  tfie  ap- 
pointment. That  Henderson  has  managed  the  property  in  a  waste- 
ful and  extravagant  manner,  and  with  a  view  to  his  own  private 
gain;  that  he  has  borrowed  lai^e  sums  of  money  from  bfmks  as 
executor  without  authority  and  in  violation  of  law;  paid  laige 
sums  for  interest  which  he  ought  not  to  have  paid;  that  he  has 
shipped  cotton  to  Liverpool  through  banks,  instead  of  selling  it  at 
Vol.  1—42 
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home,  and  sold  it  in  the  European  market  for  less  than  it  would 
have  brought  in  Yiclcsbuig,  and  the  estate  has  consequently  been 
greatly  injured,  and  sustained  heavy  losses;  that  he  has  purchased 
of  John  Henderson  60  Co.  of  which  firm  he  was  the  acting  part- 
ner, unnecessarily  lai^e  quantities  of  goods  and  merchandise  with 
the  view  of  reaping  large  profits;  that  he  has  fed  the  com  and  fod- 
der of  the  estate  to  his  own  horses,  oxen  and  mules;  tha  the  has 
cut  cord  wood  on  the  estate  and  sold  it  for  his  own  gain;  that  he 
has  rented  and  is  cultivating  about  two  hundred  acres  of  the  cleared 
land  of  the  estate,  to  the  serious  injury  of  the  legatees,  and  par- 
ticularly the  complainants;  that  he  has  received  sufficient  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  place,  if  prudently  managed  and  applied,  to  have 
paid  off  all  the  debts  and  legacies ;  that  he  has  refused  to  re- 
ceive on  the  place  fifteen  hands  in  addition  to  the  force  belonging 
to  the  estate;  and  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  numerous  other  acts 
of  maladministration;  that  his  securities  are  insolvent,  ^.,  and 
prays  to  have  the  account  surcharged  and  falsified,  the  property 
delivered  up,  ice.  if  the  court  thinks  it  has  jurisdiction;  and  that 
a  receiver  be  appointed  and  all  the  property  delivered  over  to  him, 
until  the  probate  court  of  Warren  county  can  hear  and  determine 
the  matters  and  things  set  forth  in  a  bill  filed  therein^  and  which 
has  been  continued  from  time  to  time  between  the  same  parties  for 
the  same  objects,  and  in  all  respects  similar  to  that  now  undar 
consideration. 

The  answer  of  John  Henderson  admits  all  the  allq[ations  touch- 
ing the  death  of  Ray,  his  last  will  and  testament,  the  various  leg- 
acies bequeathed,  the  appointment  of  executors,  qualification  of 
one  and  renouncement  of  the  other,  d^c;  admits  that  he  borrowed 
money  from  and  shipped  cotton  through  the  banks;  but  expressly 
denies  that  the  estate  has  been  injured  thereby,  or  sustained  any 
loss;  and  the  answer  charges  that  by  the  depreciation  in  the  paper 
of  the  banks  from  which  he  borrowed  money  and  shipped  cotton 
by,  the  estate  has  been  greatly  benefitted,  and  moreover  that  the 
executor  was  obliged  to  borrow  money,  and  on  his  own  individual 
credit  too,  to  prevent  the  estate's  being  sacrificed  by  a  forced  sale 
under  mortgage;  the  answer  denies  that  the  estate  has  been  waste- 
fully,  extravagantly  or  improperly  managed,  or  that  it  has  heesa 
managed  with  a  view  to  the  private  gain  of  the  executor,  but 
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avers  tliat  he  has  mana^  it  with  prudence  and  care,  and  applied 
the  whole  proceeds  fidthfully  to  the  pa3rment  of  the  debts  and  with 
an  earnest  desire  to  promote  the  interest  as  well  of  creditors  as  leg- 
atees; denies  that  he  has  used  the  com  and  fodder  of  the  estate  in 
feeding  the  horses,  oxen  and  mules  belonging  to  him,  or  that  he  cut 
and  sold  wood  for  his  own  gain,  or  that  he  has  received  any  cotton, 
even  a  single  bale,  which  he  has  not  faithfully  and  truly  accounted 
for,  or  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  any  act  of  maladministration. 
He  charges  that  he  has  made  annual  settlements  with  the  probate 
court  of  Warren  county,  and  all  his  accounts  have  been  approved 
and  allowed,  and  his  acts  as  executor  have  been  ratified  and  con- 
firmed by  that  court;  denies  that  all  the  debts  of  the  estate  have 
been  paid,  and  shows  there  are  still  debts  unpaid  amounting  to 
more  than  twenty-one  thousand  dollars;  denies  the  insolvency  of 
his  securities,  and  shows  that  they  are,  if  not  rich,  amply  able  to 
pay  any  damages  the  complainants  may  sustain  by  the  executor's 
mismanagement  of  the  property,  and  avers  his  readiness  to  give 
any  other  or  further  security  that  may  be  required  by  the  proper 
tribunal.  Admits  the  estate  has  purchased  a  good  deal  of  mer- 
chandise of  John  Henderson  &  Co.  of  which  firm  he  was  the  acting 
partner,  and  that  more  than  was  actually  necessary  may  have  been 
bought,  but  avers  it  was  nearly  all  purchased  by  complainants 
themselves  while  they  were  managing  and  controlling  the  estate, 
and  bought  too  of  the  clerks  in  the  store  when  he  was  not  present. 
The  answer  denies  every  other  material  all^ation  in  the  bill. 

The  defendant  insists  that  under  his  management  thirty-five 
thousand  dollars  of  the  debts  of  the  estate  have  been  paid,  and 
that  repairs  and  improvements  have  been  made  on  the  plantation 
worth  at  least  eight  or  t€n  thousand  dollars.  And,  finally,  the 
answer  avers  the  executor's  entire  willingness  to  comply  with  any 
order  the  probate  court  of  Warren  may  think  it  right  and  proper  to 
make,  but  expressly  denies  the  right  of  this  court  to  revise  and 
re-examine  the  settlements  he  has  made  with  said  probate  court, 
or  entertain  said  bill,  or  take  any  jurisdiction  of  this  cause. 

Hughes  and  Yerger,  for  complainants. 
Moved  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  on  the  bill  and  an- 
swer. 
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Sharkey  and  Marshall  contra. 

The  first  and  important  question  presented  by  the  pleadings  is, 
has  this  court  jurisdiction  of  the  cause?  It  certainly  has  not,  if 
the  complainants  have  a  complete  remedy  and  can  obtain  full  and 
ample  relief  under  the  appropriate  powers  of  the  probate  court  of 
Warren  county,  as  well  upon  the  familiar  principle  that  when  one 
of  two  courts  having  concurrent  jurisdiction  takes  cognizance  of  a 
cause  and  has  it  under  investigation  and  advisement,  or  has  once 
acted  on  it,  the  other  is  thereby  divested  of  all  jurisdiction  over  the 
same  cause — as  that  it  is  forbidden  by  the  fundamental  law  of  our 
state.  Agreeably  to  the  all^ations  of  the  bill,  the  complainants 
are  now  seeking  relief  in  said  probate  court.  This  court  there- 
fore will  not,  if  it  were  permitted  by  the  constitution,  now  go  into 
an  examination  of  the  lenghty  accounts  of  the  defendant,  and  an 
investigation  of  all  his  acts  as  executor. 

We  have  been  repeatedly  told  by  the  High  Court  of  Errors  of 
this  state,  that  of  all  matters  testamentary,  and  in  all  cases  arising 
under  an-administration  or  the  grant  of  letters  testamentary  which 
concern  the  rights  or  the  liabilities  of  the  executor  or  administra- 
tor, the  probate  courts  have  exclusive  jurisdiction;  and  that  a 
court  of  equity  will  not  in  any  case  interpose  unless  the  probate 
court  be  wholly  incompetent  to  give  relief,  nor  even  then  if  the 
part^'^  has  lost  his  remedy  by  his  own  laches.  See  the  cases  of 
Blanton  v.  King  et  al  2  Howard,  861;  Carmichael  et  al.  v.  Brow- 
der,  3  lb.  255;  Walker  et  al.  v.  McCrea,  4  lb.  467;  and  Hurd  et 
fix.  V.Smith,  5  lb.  562.. 

It  will  not,  we  presume,  be  contended  that  the  probate  court 
has  not  the  power  to  require  additional  security  of  the  executor,  if 
that  already  given  be  not  amply  sufficient;  or  to  remove  hun  if  he 
manages  the  estate  in  an  extravagant,  wasteful,  improvident  and 
improper  manner ;  or  compel  him  to  make  a  final  settlement,  pay 
over  legacies,  and  in  short  grant  every  relief  sought  for  in  this  bill, 
imless  it  should  be  contended  that  it  has  not  the  power  of  appoint- 
ing a  receiver.  If  it  should,  however,  it  will  be  seen  by  reference 
to  the  Revised  Code,  pages  45  and  46,  that  that  court  has  ample 
power,  and  it  is  made  its  duty  when  a  proper  case  is  made  out, 
to  require  additional  and  counter  security,  and  grant  every  relief 
reqtiired  or  asked  in  this  case.    We  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  a 
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probate  court  in  this  state  ever  has  taken  property  out  of  the  hands 
of  an  executor  or  administrator  and  placed  it  in  the  hands  of  a 
receiver.  Yet  we  presume  no  such  case  has  ever  occurred,  for  the 
very  obvious  reason  that  no  case  can  arise  in  which  there  can  be 
any  necessity  for  such  an  order.  They  have  frequently  been 
removed  by  that  court.  And  it  is  believed  any  case  that  will  war- 
rant the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  will  justify  the  removal  of  an 
executor  or  administrator.  Hence  the  removal  is  the  course 
always  pursued  in  such  cases.  But  if  a  case  can  arise  that  would 
require  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  to  take  charge  of  the  prop- 
erty in  the  hands  of  an  executor  or  administrator  in  pr^ress  of 
administration,  we  contend  that  the  probate  court  has  power  to 
make  the  appointment.  The  powers  of  that  court  are  in  every 
respect  as  ample,  as  far  as  its  jurisdiction  extends,  as  those  of  a 
court  of  chancery.  See  the  case  of  Blanton  v.  King  et  al.  above 
referred  to.  If  this  be  not  law,  then  will  parties  be  driven  to  the 
necessity  of  pursuing  their  remedies  and  seeking  relief  in  two 
different  courts,  distant  from  each  other,  in  one  and  the  same 
cause.  Then,  too,  may  executors  and  administrators  be  com- 
pelled to  leave  the  counties  of  their  residence,  in  which  they  have 
qualified  or  administered,  and  come  to  the  seat  of  government  to 
defend  their  rights  or  answer  the  unfounded  chaiges  brought 
against  them  by  impatient  or  avaricious  legatees  or  hungry  spec- 
ulators, instead  of  having  their  rights  and  interests  adjudicated  in 
cheaper  and  more  convenient  courts  provided  for  that  purpose. 

But  suppose  your  honor  should  be  satisfied  that  the  probate  court 
has  no  power  to  appoint  a  receiver,  and  this  court  should  proceed 
to  appoint  one  in  the  case  now  under  consideration,  and  it  should 
turn  out  on  a  full  and  final  hearing  before  the  probate  court  of 
Warren  county,  for  we  presume  this  court  will  not  now  overhual 
and  thoroughly  investigate  all  the  defendant's  settlements  and  ac- 
counts as  executor,  that  the  defendant  has  not  mismanaged  the 
estate,  that  his  securities  are  not  insolvent,  and  that  the  debts  have 
not  all  been  paid.  What  course  would  the  defendant  then  have  to 
pursue?  Would  he  have  to  incur  the  trouble  and  expense  of  ap- 
plying to  this  court  to  have  the  order  appointing  a  receiver  rescind- 
ed, and  the  property  redelivered  to  him.  We  can  perceive  no  other 
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remedy.  Hence  we  think  the  impropriety  of  this  court  exercising 
jurisdiction  of  this  case  perfectly  manifest. 

Yet  suppose  this  was  the  proper  tribunal  to  hear  and  determine 
this  controversy,  upon  what  grounds  do  the  complainants  rest 
their  application  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver?  It  must  boon 
the  grounds  of  the  insolvency  of  the  defendant's  securities,  and 
that  all  the  debts  of  the  estate  have  been  paid.  It  might  be  a  suf- 
ficient answer  to  the  first  ground,  that  the  bill  does  not  even  name 
one  of  the  securities,  John  Crawford,  and  therefore,  he  having 
been  received  by  the  proper  court,  and  that  too  when  these  very 
complainants  were  demanding  additional  security,  and  they  now 
omittins^  studiously  to  mention  his  name,  the  probate  court  must 
be  presumed  to  have  dischai^ed  its  duty,  and  this  court  is  bound 
to  believe  said  security  ample;  yet  even  if  that  were  not  so,  still  the 
full  and  explicit  negative  of  the  answer  sweeps  that  ground  en- 
tirely from  under  them.  The  other  ground  we  think  they  have 
been  even  more  unfortunate  if  possible  in  their  endeavor  to  main- 
tain. Is  it  not  strange  if  the  debts  have  all  been  paid,  that  the 
complainants  should  so  long  have  neglected  to  prosecute  their  pe- 
tition filed  about  fifteen  months  ago  in  the  probate  court  of  War- 
ren for  the  express  purpose  of  coercing  a  final  settlement,  and  get- 
ting possession  of  the  property  ?  Why  have  they  thus  slumbered 
on  their  rights  ?  Why  permit  the  executor  to  waste  and  squander 
the  estate,  when  they  could  so  easily  prevent  it.  They  do  not  pre- 
tend that  the  defendant  has  had  that  case  continued  from  time  to 
time,  or  that  he  has  ever  been  either  unwillingor  unprepared  for  trial. 
On  the  contrary,  it  seems  to  have  been  entirely  neglected,  if  not 
abandoned  by  them.  Again,  if  the  debts  have  all  been  paid,  is  it  not 
passing  strange  that  the  complainants  should  have  solemnly  bar- 
gained and  sold,  not  yet  two  months  ago,  to  John  S.  Brien,  one  half 
of  all  the  estate  both  real  and  personal,  worth  seventy-five  thousand 
dollars  or  eighty  thousand  dollars,  provided  he  would  "  pay  ofT  all 
the  debts  and  legacies  bequeathed  in  money,''  when  it  was  well 
known  said  legacies  amounted  to  only  nine  thousand  five  hundred 
dollars  ?  If  their  allegation  is  truey  why  did  they  require  of  Mr. 
Brien  a  bond  in  the  penalty  of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars !  that 
he  should  pay  off  the  debts  and  legacies?  Why  say  any  thing  about 
the  debts  at  all,  if  none  existed?  Can  it  be  presumed  for  a  moment 
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that  they  would  have  been  so  stupid  as  to  sell,  or  Mr.  Brieti  so  il* 
liberal  as  to  receive  a  property  worth  thirty-five  thousand  dollars 
or  forty  thousand  dollars,  for  nine  thousand  five  hundred  dollars? 
We  apprehend  not.  Indeed,  when  we  reflect  on  the  manner  in 
which  they  have  neglected  the  prosecution  of  their  petition  in  the 
probate  court,  and  the  terms  of  said  sale  to  Mr.  Brien,  we  are  for- 
ced to  the  conviction  that  they  did  not,  and  do  not  now  believe 
that  all  the  debts  have  been  paid.  We  moreover  think  it  more  than 
probable  that  said  sale  will  explain  the  reason  of  this  remarkable 
and  very  extraordinary  application. 

Yet  even  if  they  do  believe  the  debts  have  all  been  paid,  the  an- 
swer shows  most  clearly,  and  we  think  satisfactorly,  that  they 
have  not ;  but  that  there  is  still  a  balance  due  of  twenty  or  twen- 
ty five  thousand  dollars.  Of  the  various  other  charges  in  the  bill 
we  deem  it  unnecessary  here  to  speak.  They  are  all  fully  met 
and  refuted  by  the  answer. 

Of  the  result  of  this  application  we  cannot  entertain  a  doubt. 
For  if  there  was  no  question  about  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court, 
it  appears  to  us  perfectly  clear  that  the  complainants  have  wholly 
failed  to  make  out  a  case  that  will  warrant  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver.  When  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  is  sought  against 
an  executor  or  administrator,  it  is  necessary  to  establish  by  clear 
proof  that  there  is  some  positive  loss,  or  danger  of  immediate  in- 
jury to  those  interested  in  the  estate.  See  2  Story's  Equity,  136- 
6,  top  page.  In  this  case  it  is  not  pretended  that  there  is  any  dan- 
ger of  the  executor's  running  oflFthe  negroes,  or  removing  any  of 
the  property  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court.  It  is  not  charged 
that  he  ever  failed  to  comply  with  any  order  made  by  the  pro- 
bate court,  or  that  he  ever  objected  to  an  examination  of  his  ac- 
counts, or  thorough  investigation  of  his  acts  as  executor  by  that 
court,  nor  is  there  any  other  charge  contained  in  their  bill,  even  if 
they  were  not  all  fully  and  explicitly  denied,  as  they  are  by  the 
answer,  which  we  think  will  render  the  interposition  of  this  court 
necessary.  It  is  very  clear  that  there  is  no  proof  before  the  court 
that  the  complainant's  interests  will  be  jeopardised,  or  the  safety  of 
the  estate  endangered  by  "permitting  it  to  remain  in  the  hands  of 
the  executor,  until  their  case  can  be  heard  and  determined  in  the 
probate  court  of  Warren ;  if  indeed  they  intend  ever  prosecuting 


500  SUPERIOR  COURT 

itkHdidflnQne^a/. 


it  any  further,  which  we  admit  we  consider  extremely  doubtfu]. 
Nor  can  we  believe  the  complainants  apprehend  the  slightest  dan- 
ger of  loss  by  the  acts  of  the  executor,  but  that  all  their  clamor 
ii  a  shallow  pretence,  raised  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  get  pos- 
session of  the  property. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  case  was  submitted  on  motion  for  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver. The  answer  is  a  full  and  circumstantial  denial  of  the 
grounds  laid  by  the  bill  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver.  The 
answer  is  clearly  evidence  against  the  bill,  and  there  are  no  affida- 
vits or  other  form  of  testimony  in  support  of  the  bill.  These  mo- 
tions, like  all  other  questions  depending  upon  matters  of  &ct,  must 
be  decided  with  reference  to  the  evidence  adduced  on  the  one  side 
or  the  other.  A  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
only  when  the  grounds  laid  in  his  bill  are  admitted  by  the  answer 
or  are  established* by  his  proofs.  According  to  the  practice  in 
England,  on  motion  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  before  an- 
swer, the  plaintiff  is  required  to  adduce  affidavits  of  the  truth  of 
his  bill.  Smith's  Chan.  Prac.  630;  18  Ves.  283.  That  practice 
has  not  been  adopted  in  this  state.  Here,  where  a  bill  is  sworn 
to  by  the  plaintiff,  it  has  been  decided  sufficient;  but  where  the 
motion  is  made  on  bill  and  answer,  and  the  answer,  as  in  this 
case,  is  a  denial  of  the  equity  of  the  bill,  there  is  nothing  le&  upon 
which  to  sustain  the  motion.  In  such  case,  if  the  plaintiff  wishes 
to  succeed,  he  must  introduce  evidence  to  disprove  the  answer. 
The  counsel  for  the  motion  referred  to  the  defendant's  account, 
settled  by  him  with  the  probate  court  of  Warren  county,  to  show 
various  errors,  consisting  in  over  chai^^es  and  mischarges,  and  it 
was  insisted  that  the  charges  of  fraud  and  mismanagement  in  the 
bill  were  thus  fully  made  out.  I  do  not  think  it  competent  for 
me  to  look  into  the  accuracy  of  the  executor's  accoimt,  with  a 
view  to  support  the  grounds  upon  which  this  motion  is  made. 
The  account  appears  to  have  been  examined  and  allowed  by  the 
appropriate  tribunal,  which  would  make  it  at  least  prima  facie 
evidence  for  the  plaintiff  in  this  collateral  enquiry.  But  suppose 
the  account  to  be  erroneous,  the  probate  court  is  the  proper  tribu- 
nal for  its  correction,  upon  a  final  settlement  with  ^e  executor, 
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and  this  court  cannot  base  any  action  upon  a  matter  over  which 
it  has  no  jurisdiction  or  control.  In  the  case  of  Vertner  &  Wife 
V.  Griffith's  Administrator,  where  there  was  a  palpable  and  obvi- 
ous error  on  the  face  of  the  administrator's  account,  settled  with 
the  probate  court,  the  High  Court  of  Errors,  reversing  the  opinion 
of  this  court,  held,  that  a  court  of  equity  had  no  jurisdiction  of 
the  matter. 

Whether  this  court  has  the  power  to  appoint  a  receiver  in  a  case 
situated  like  the  present,  or  whether  that  power  can  be  exercised 
by  the  probate  court,  are  questions  not  necessary  to  be  decided  in 
this  case.  In  the  case  of  Carmichael  et  aL  v.  Browder,  3  Howard 
258,  the  court  say:  "As  it  may  in  some  degree  tend  to  prevent 
future  useless  litigation,  we  deem  it  proper  to  remark,  that  there 
are  but  few  if  any  cases  of  administration,  in  which  the  powers 
of  the  probate  court  are  not  altogether  adequate  to  the  necessary 
relief.  Indeed,  its  powers  may  be  said  to  be  co-extensive  with 
those  of  a  court  of  equity."  Now  as  the  power  of  a  court  of 
equity  to  appoint  a  receiver  in  a  case  like  the  present,  would  have 
been  undoubted,  it  would  seem  according  to  that  decision  that  the 
appointment  might  be  made  by  the  probate  court  This  is  not  the 
ground  however  upon  which  I  decide  the  present  motion.  It  is 
that  the  ground  laid  by  the  bill  is  denied  by  the  answer,  and  is  not 
supported  by  proof.    The  motion  is  overruled. 
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In  Older  to  lay  the  foondatioa  fiw  eninterlocatoiy  decree  to  account,  the  fiicts  in  xdalioo 
to  the  aeeonnt  mnst  not  onlj  be  pnt  in  iMae,  but  there  muat  be  some  evidence  to 
ahiMr  that  the  ftcta  are  probable  and  the  equity  proper. 

The  court  will  not  make  a  raferenoe  upon  the  mere  speculation  that  parties  nuy 
adduce  testiniony  before  the  master. 

Testimony  in  chief  must  always  be  taken  before  a  roferenoe  is  made. 

Where  a  creditor  his  two  claims  against  the  same  debtor,  one  of  which  is  well  secured, 
and  the  otber  not  secured,  upon  a  payment  being  made  the  court  will  aj^y  the 
same  to  the  paynunt  of  the  claim  frr  which  there  is  no  security. 

This  bill  was  filed  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  executed  by  Stock- 
man and  wife  to  the  Planters'  Bank  to  secure  the  payment  of  a 
promissory  note  made  by  said  Stockman  in  favor  of  the  bank  for 
the  smn  of  fifteen  thousand  dollars  and  the  interest  thereon.  The 
bill  states  that  the  note  was  made  on  the  fifth  day  of  October, 
1838,  and  was  due  on  the  tenth  day  of  January  next  after  the 
date  of  same;  that  Stockman  and  his  wife  executed  a  mortgage  to 
the  bank  on  certain  property  therein  described  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  said  note;  that  the  note  is  due  and  that  no  portion  of  the 
principal  or  interest  is  paid ;  that  at  the  time  said  note  was  made 
and  mortgage  executed  Stockman  was  indebted  to  the  bank  in  the 
further  sum  of  thirteen  thousand  one  hundred  and  seventy-six 
dollars,  which  was  excepted  from  said  settlement  for  the  purpose 
of  a  subsequent  arrangement,  and  to  enable  Stockman  to  pay  so 
much  thereof  as  might  be  equal  to  a  certain  claim  set  up  by  him 
against  the  bank;  that  the  bank  had  no  security  for  the  payment 
of  the  said  sum  of  thirteen  thousand  one  hundred  and  seventy-six 
dollars,  and  prayed  that  Stockmans'  claim  against  the  bank 
might  be  set  ofif  against  this  claim  and  not  applied  to  the  payment 
of  the  note  secured  by  the  mortgage  sought  to  be  foreclosed. 

The  answer  of  the  defendants  admits  the  malting  of  the  note 
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and  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  as  charged  in  the  bill,  but  de- 
nies that  the  same  is  wholly  unpaid;  .avers  that  the  larger  part  of 
the  note  and  interest  was  paid  in  the  following  manner.  The 
complainant  engaged  defendant  on  the  20th  of  September,  A.  D. 
1837,  to  purchase  cotton  for  them;  that  for  that  purpose  they  ad- 
Yanced  him  twelve  thousand  dollars;  that  defendant  purchased  a 
large  amount  of  cotton  for  complainant,  and  that  on  the  first  day 
of  March,  1838,  complainant  was  indebted  to  defendant  on  account 
of  cotton  purchased  by  him  for  their  use  in  the  sum  of  nine 
thousand  two  hundred  and  forty-eight  dollars,  which  remains  un- 
paid; that  said  balance  was  agreed  to  be  credited  oa  defendant's 
note  for  fifteen  thousand  dollars.  The  answer  denies  that  defend- 
ant was  indebted  to  complainant  in  any  other  or  fiirth^  sum  than 
that  of  his  note  for  fifteen  thousand  dollars;  denies  that  said  bal- 
ance due  by  complainant  to  defendant  was  to  be  applied  In  any 
other  manner  than  to  the  part  payment  of  said  note,  and  insists 
that  the  same  shall  be  so  applied. 

No  further  evidence  was  introduced.  The  complainant's  coun- 
sel moved  the  court  for  an  order  of  reference  to  a  commissioner, 
to  compute  the  amount  of  mortgage  money  due. 

Montgomery  and  Botd  for  complainants. 

duiTMAN  and  McMuRRAN  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  case  is  submitted  on  final  hearing  on  bill  and  answer  upoa 
the  question  whether  an  account  should  be  taken  between  the  par- 
ties, or  an  order  of  reference  made  to  compute  the  mortgage 
money  due. 

The  statement  of  pa3rment  and  the  account  set  up  by  way  of 
set-off  in  Stockman's  answer,  is  matter  in  avoidance,  and  therrfore 
not  evidence.  In  order  to  lay  the  foundation  for  an  interlocutory 
decree  to  account,  the  facts  in  relation  to  the  account  must  not 
only  be  put  in  issue,  but  there  must  be  some  evidence  to  show 
that  the  facts  are  probable  and  the  equity  proper.  The  court  will 
not  make  a  reference  upon  the  mere  specidation  that  parties  may 
adduce  testimony  before  the  master.    It  is  an  established  rule  of 
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practice  that  testimony  in  chief  should  always  be  taken  before  the 
reference  is  made. 

But  it  is  said  by  counsel  for  the  defendant  that  the  bill  and  an- 
swer, when  taken  together,  show  enough  to  warrant  a  reference 
for  an  account  between  the  parties.    The  bill  shows  diat  the  com- 
plainant has  another  claim,  separate  fh>m  the  mortgage,  against 
the  defendant,  equal  to  that  which  the  defendant  seeks  to  set  off 
against  the  mortgage.  .  That  is  a  complete  answer  to  the  defend- 
ant s  claim  of  set  off  against  the  mortgage.    It  is  a  well  settled  rule 
that  where  a  creditor  has  two  claims  against  the  same  debtor,  one 
well  secured  and  the  other  not,  upon  a  payment  being  made  the 
court  will  apply  the  same  to  the  debt  for  which  no  security  was 
taken;  and  by  analogy  of  principle  the  court  will  make  the  same 
application  of  a  set-off. 

The  case  will  be  referred  to  the  clerk  of  the  court  to  compute 
the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage. 
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A  party  has  no  right  to  build  a  honae  lo  near  hia  neighbor  as  to  itnmediaUfy  ob&btwi 
the  paaeage  of  either  light  or  air;  bat  the  mere  tendency  to  obBtmct  the  fiee  paasage 
of  the  one  or  the  other,  has  neyer  been  considered  sofficient  to  warrant  the  restrain- 
ing process  of  a  coort  of  equity. 

In  cases  of  noisance,  this  court  interferes  only  where  the  complainant's  rights  are  clear, 
either  from  contract  or  ancient  possesrion,  on  the  ground  of  preTenting  irreparable 
mischief;  and  the  thing  complained  of  must  be  directly  and  immediately  hurtfoL 

If  the  thing  sought  to  be  prohibited  is  in  itself  a  nuisamx,  the  court  will  interfere;  bat 
where  the  thing  sought  to  be  restrained  is  not  unsToidable  and  in  itself  noiious,  but 
only  something  which  may,  according  to  circumstances,  proTO  so,  then  the  court  will 
refuse  to  interfere  until  the  matter  has  been  tried  at  law. 

The  facts  of  this  case  are  embodied  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
E.  M.  Yeroer  for  complainant. 
GuioN  &  Smbdes  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor, 

This  case  was  submitted  upon  a  general  demurrer  to  the  bill. 
The  complainant  alleges  that  he  is  the  owner  of  a  certain  valua- 
ble frame  house  and  lot  in  the  city  of  Yicksbui^,  which  he  bought 
some  eighteen  months  since,  as  a  family  residence,  and  has  accord' 
ingly  used  and  occupied  it  for  that  purpose  from  the  date  of  his 
purchase;  that  the  house  was  erected  a  considerable  number  of 
years  previous  to  his  purchase;  that  the  defendant  is  the  owner  of 
an  adjoining  lot,  and  has  recently  removed  a  house  thereon,  to  the 
rear  of  said  lot,  so  as  to  bring  it  nearly  in  contact  with  a  frame 
fence,  built  as  a  protection  and  as  a  boundary  to  complainant's  lot; 
that  this  removal  of  the  defendant's  house  to  its  present  position 
''is  of  great  inconvenience  to  plaintiff  and  his  family  in  the  enjoy- 
ment of  their  rights,  preventing  and  obstructing  the  free  passage 
YoL.  I.'--43 
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of  the  air,  and  affecting  them  in  other  matters  of  convenience  and 
enjoyment;"  that  the  defendant  is  erecting  a  chimney  on  that  side 
of  his  house  which  adjoins  the  complainant's  said  fence;  that  the 
chimney,  when  erected,  will  place  the  complainant's  dwelling 
house  and  out-houses  in  hourly  danger  of  being  consumed  by  fire; 
that  the  top  of  the  chinmey,  when  completed,  will  be  in  a  few 
feet  of  the  roof  of  the  complainant's  kitchen,  and  that  sparks  of 
fire  therefrom  will  easily  communicate  to  his  premises,  and  thus 
destroy  his  houses  and  endanger  the  lives  of  his  family. 

A  temporary  injunction  was  granted  against  the  erection  of  the 
chimney,  which  is  prayed  to  be  made  perpetual.  The  obstruc- 
tion to  the  free  passage  of  the  air  complained  of  in  the  bill,  it 
seems  to  me,  is  nothing  more  than  what  every  person  subjects 
himself  to  who  takes  a  residence  in  a  crowded  city.  It  can 
scarcely  be  asserted  that  the  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  a  free  circu- 
lation of  air  belongs  to  a  citizen  of  a  laige  town.  The  circulation  of 
air  is  obstructed  and  confined  in  every  city  in  proportion  as  it  is 
compactly  built  It  is  true  that  a  party  has  no  right  to  build  a 
house  so  near  his  neighbor  as  to  immediately  obstruct  the  passage 
of  either  light  or  air,  but  the  mere  tendency  to  obstruct  the  free 
passage  of  the  one  or  the  other,  has  never  been  considered  suffi- 
cient to  warrant  the  restraining  process  of  a  court  of  equity. 

The  other  ground  taken  in  this  bill  is,  I  think,  equally  unsus- 
tainable. It  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  danger  of  fire,  from  the 
proximity  of  buildings  in  a  city,  can  be  made  the  grounds  for 
preventing  men  from  improving  and  enjoying  their  property  in 
such  mode  as  their  inclination  or  taste  may  dictate.  In  the  lay- 
ing out  of  cities  or  lai^  towns,  lots  are  frequently  limited  to  a 
space  not  more  than  sufficient  to  admit  of  the  buildings  necessary 
for  the  purposes  of  a  family  residence,  or  for  the  purposes  of  trade 
or  commerce.  If  the  dangers  from  fire,  resulting  from  such  close 
neighborhood,  were  held  to  constitute  that  sort  of  nuisance 
amounting  to  irreparable  injury,  against  which  courts  of  equity 
interpose,  the  result  would  be  that  the  first  occupant  of  a  lot 
would  virtually  possess  himself  of  the  adjoining  lot  belonging  to 
his  neighbor,  or  at  least  render  it  valueless  by  restraining  him 
from  the  enjoyment  of  it.    The  danger  from  fire  in  such  cases 
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would  depend  upon  such  a  variety  of  circumstances  and  accidents 
as  to  defy  the  application  of  any  safe,  practical  rule.  What  pre- 
cise degree  of  proximity  between  buildings  is  to  be  held  as  cre- 
ating direct  or  only  remote  and  probable  danger  from  fire,  is  a 
question  which,  it  seems  to  me,  would  be  extremely  difficult,  if 
not  impracticable,  to  determine.  In  these  cases  the  court  inter- 
feres upon  the  ground  of  preventing  irreparable  mischief;  and  the 
thing  complained  of  must  be  directly  and  immediately  hurtful. 
It  is  not  sufficient  that  it  may  prove  an  eventual  or  contingent 
nuisance.  The  plaintiff  might  guard  his  kitchen  by  making  a 
fire  proof  roof.  It  is  alleged  that  the  top  of  the  defendant's  chim- 
ney, if  erected,  will  be  in  a  few  feet  of  the  roof  of  the  plaintiff's 
kitchen.  This  general  expression  conveys  no  definite  idea  either 
of  distance  or  danger.  How  many  feet  is  meant  by  '*a  few  feet?" 
It  may  range  firom  two  to  twenty,  and  yet  preserve  the  idea  of 
proximity  intended  to  be  conveyed.  What  is  the  precise  distance 
of  danger  is  left  undefined,  and  is  perhaps  undefinable  when  you 
leave  the  point  of  contact.  It  is  said  sparks  of  fire  from  the  chim- 
ney would  easily  communicate  to  the  complainant's  premises,  and 
thus  destroy  his  house.  The  distance  of  the  kitchen  from  the 
house  is  not  stated,  and,  from  any  thing  that  appears,  the  appre- 
hended danger  from  the  communication  of  fire  may  be  as  great 
from  any  other  part  of  the  square  on  which  the  complainant's 
house  is  situated  as  from  that  of  the  defendant. 

The  court  only  interferes  in  this  class  of  cases  where  the  com- 
plainant's rights  are  clear,  either  from  contract  or  ancient  posses- 
sion, and  where  the  injury  complained  of  is  direct,  not  where 
there  is  a  mere  probable  or  consequential  injury.  Earl  of  Ripon 
V.  Hobart,  8  Eng.  Con.  Ch.  R.  336. 

The  language  of  Lord  Brougham  in  that  case  is  so  much  in 
point  that  I  adopt  it  as  embracing  my  own  views  in  this  case  in  a 
much  more  explicit  manner  than  I  could  state  them.  He  says,  "if 
the  thing  sought  to  be  prohibited  is  in  itself  a  nuisance,  the  court 
will  interfere;  but  where  the  thing  sought  to  be  restrained  is  not 
unavoidably  and  in  itself  noxious,  but  only  something  which  may, 
according  to  circumstances,  prove  so,  then  the  court  will  refuse  to 
interfere  until  the  matter  has  been  tried  at  law.    The  distinction 
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between  the  two  kinds  of  erection  is  obvious,  and  the  soundness 
of  that  discretion  seems  undeniable  which  would  be  very  slow  to 
interfere  where  the  thing  to  be  stopped,  while  it  is  highly  benefi- 
cial to  one  party  may  very  possibly  be  prejudicial  to  none." 

The  complainant  has  not,  I  think,  stated  a  case  from  which  di- 
rect and  unavoidable  injury  would  result  to  him,  but  simply 
shows  a  state  of  things  from  which  injury  may  or  may  not  result, 
according  to  circumstances.    This  is  not  sufficient. 

The  demurrer  is  accordingly  sustained  and  the  bill  dismissed. 
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upon  tha  detlh  of  <nie  of  forenl  partners  a  joint  creditor  baa  no  claim  lor  the  pay- 
ment of  hia  debt  oat  of  the  leparate  estate  of  the  deceaaed  partner  nntil  the  claima 
of  the  separate  creditors  hsTO  been  first  satisfied. 

Where  the  equities  of  creditors  are  equal,  but  one  has  a  legal  piioiitj,  the  latter  will 
preraiu 

Where  the  assets  of  a  partnership  are  pniely  equitable,  and  the  sunriYing  partner  is 
nisobent,  the  daimants  will  take  paripaeeu. 

A  court  of  probate  cannot  take  jurisdiction  of  the  conflicting  rights  and  remedies  of 
creditors  of  an  estate  in  the  course  of  administration  befive  it 

7*he  power  of  marshalling  the  assete  of  an  insolvent  esteto  between  separate  and  part- 
nership creditors,  belongs  exclusiToly  to  a  court  of  chancery. 

The  bill  states  that  Charles  A.  Weston  died  in  1837,  in  the 
county  of  Yazoo,  leaving  a  large  estate  of  personal  property.  That 
prior  to  his  death  he  had  been  engaged  in  farming  and  the  sale  of 
merchandise  in  the  county  of  Holmes;  and  that  for  two  or  three 
years  before  his  death  he  had,  in  connexion  with  one  James  W. 
Exum,  been  engaged  in  retailing  merchandise  at  Manchester,  in 
Yazoo  county,  under  the  firm  name  of  Weston  &  Exum.  That 
at  the  February  term,  1837,  of  the  probate  court  of  Yazoo  county, 
letters  of  administration  on  the  estate  of  Charles  A.  Weston  were 
granted  to  defendants  Hamer  and  Blue.  That  the  personal  estate 
of  said  Weston,  held  by  him  individually  and  independent  of  the 
firm  property,  consisted  of  notes,  bills,  accounts,  bank  stock,  cash, 
slaves,  horses,  &c.  to  the  value  of  one  hundred  and  four  thousand 
four  hundred  and  eighty-four  dollars.  That  orders  from  said 
probate  court  had  been  obtained  for  the  sale  of  the  lands  of  said 
Weston,  the  proceeds  of  which  sale  amounted  to  ten  thousand  nine 
hundred  and  forty-six  dollars.  That  at  the  June  term,  1838,  of 
said  court,  said  Hamer  and  Blue  reported  said  estate  insolvent,  and 
appointed  defendants  Harris,  Fitch,  Battaile,  Mount,  and  Hale, 
commissioners  of  insolvency.  That  the  claims  which  have  been 
filed  with  said  commissioners  against  the  estate  of  Weston,  which 
were  his  individual  debts,  amount  to  seventy-one  thousand  eisfht 

43* 
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hundred  and  twenty-three  dollars  and  eighty  cents,  and  those  filed 
of  the  debts  of  Weston  &  Exum  amount  to  eighty-five  thousand 
two  hundred  and  ninety-five  dollars  and  eighty  cents,  and  were 
filed  by  defendants  Staunton  d;  Buckner,  Wood,  Johnson,  and 
Burrett,  and  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Manchester.  The  bill 
charges  that  the  last  mentioned  defendants  are  seeking  to  divide 
the  estate  of  Weston  pro  rata  with  his  individual  creditors.  Ck>m- 
plainants  state  that  their  claim  is  an  individual  one,  amounting  to 
twelve  thousand  three  hundred  and  sixty-two  dollars.  That  be- 
fore the  estate  of  Weston  had  been  reported  insolvent  there  had 
beoi  payments  of  entire  claims  by  said  administrators,  and  that 
three  interlocutory  settlements  had  been  made  with  the  probate 
court,  &c. 

The  bill  prays  a  discovery  of  Hamer  and  Blue,  administrators  of 
the  lands  of  the  estate  of  said  Weston,  if  any  remain  unsold. 
The  bill  further  states  that  there  is  a  balance  of  cash  in  the  hands 
of  Hamer  and  Blue,  as  administrators,  which  they  have  not  paid 
out,  a  portion  of  which  was  received  in  Union  money,  in  the 
years  1840  and  1841,  and  that  it  was  used  by  them  for  their  own 
private  purposes,  at  par.  That  the  partnership  creditors  are  press- 
ing their  claims  before  the  commissioners  of  said  court,  and  insist 
that  they  have  a  right  to  share  the  assets  of  Weston,  pari  passu 
with  his  individual  creditors,  and  that  complainants  are  fearful 
that  commissioners  will  report  without  noticing  the  character  of 
the  claim. 

The  bill  prays  for  an  injunction  restraining  the  said  oonuni^- 
sioners  from  reporting,  and  that  a  special  commissioner  of  this 
court  be  appointed  to  audit  and  allow  the  separate  claims  against 
the  estate  of  said  Weston.  The  bill  further  prays  that  defendants 
Hamer  and  Blue,  administrators,  be  called  to  and  compelled  to 
account  in  this  court,  and  that  the  balance,  upon  settlement,  be 
ordered  to  be  paid  to  the  individual  creditors  of  said  Weston,  and 
if  there  is  a  surplus  then  the  surplus  to  be  paid  to  the  firm  credi- 
tors, &c.  and  for  general  relief.  To  this  bill  there  is  a  general 
demurrer, 

Henry  W.  Brown  for  the  demurrer. 

The  defendants  demurring  are  the  administrators  of  Charles  A* 
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^i  Weston,  deceased,  and  the  commissioners  of  insolvency.    It  is 

H  contended  for  the  administratois  that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed 

i:  as  to  them  because  the  chancery  court  has  no  original  jurisdiction 

I  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  bill,  but  that  the  same  belongs  exclo- 

i  sively  to  the  probate  court  of  Yazoo  county.    There  is  no  charge 

ni  in  the  bill  against  them,  upon  which  there  can  be  any  pretence  to 

I  claim  the  interference  of  this  court. 

t  The  bill  charges  that  defendants,  Hamer  and  Blue,  hare  taken 

be  out  letters  of  administration;  that  an  inventory  of  the  personal 

ai  estate  has  been  returned,  and  a  sale  and  return  of  the  real  estate^ 

k  and  that  the  estate  has  been  reported  and  declared  insolvent 

I  That  prior  to  the  report  of  insolvency,  some  entire  debts  were 

paid  by  the  said  administrators,  and  that  they  have  made  three  sev- 

;  eral  annual  interlocutory  settlements,  and  their  bill  shows  that  they 

i  (the  administrators)  have  proceeded  in  a  due  course  of  administra- 

;  tion  under  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  and  direction  of  the  probate 

^  court,  and  the  administrators  now  insist  that  they  have  a  right  to 

r  proceed  to  a  final  settlement  and  conclusion  of  their  administration, 

under  the  jurisdiction  and  direction  of  said  court,  and  that  they 

may  not  be  compelled  to  undergo  the  enormous  expense  and 

trouble  of  accounting  and  concluding  their  administration  in  the 

chancery  court. 

In  all  cases  of  concurrent  jurisdiction,  the  court  which  first  ex- 
ercises it,  must  decide  finally;  and  even  if  complainants  have 
shown  such  a  case  as  would  authori2se  concurrent  jurisdiction,  the 
form  cannot  now  be  changed.  See  6  How.  R.  80,  Green  v. 
Robinson. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  probate  court  is  exclusive  over  the  mat- 
ters confided  to  it  by  the  constitution.  See  2  How.  R.  856,  Blan- 
ton  V.  King;  Carmichael  et  al.  v.  Browder;  3  How.  262. 

If  the  administrators  have  made  any  entire  payments  before  the 
estate  was  reported  insolvent,  the  probate  court  has  full  power  to 
allow  or  disallow  such  payments. 

The  powers  of  the  probate  court,  so  far  as  its  jurisdiction  ex- 
tends, are  as  ample  as  those  of  a  court  of  chancery.  See  3  How. 
R.  262,  Carmichael  et  al.  v.  Browder. 

As  to  the  commissioners  of  insolvency,  they  are  oflSicers  of  the 
probate  court,  and  the  probate  court  has  a  supervisory  jurisdiction 
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over  them;  and  if  they  should  make  a  report  which  is  not  consis- 
tent with  the  rales  of  law,  the  administrator  or  creditor  may  ex- 
cept, and  have  the  same  referred,  and  the  right  of  appeal  is  giren 
from  the  probate  court.    See  How.  &  Hutch.  Dig.  410. 

Battaile  on  same  side. 

The  following  questions  arise  in  the  case: 

1.  Has  this  court  jurisdiction  oyer  the  subject? 

2.  Had  the  complainants  any  pretext  for  applying  to  this  court 
for  its  interference  and  aid,  when  the  commissioners  of  insolvency 
had  not  reported  adversely,  and  before  the  probate  court  had  had 
the  question  referred  to  it? 

3.  Are  all  partnership  debts  joint  and  several;  and  have  the  in< 
dividual  creditors  a  prior  lien  on  the  individual  estate  in  prefer- 
ence to  the  partnership  creditors,  unless  they  show  the  partnership 
effects  to  be  sufficient  to  dischai^  the  partnership  creditors? 

As  to  the  first  point.  The  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter 
of  the  bill  properly  belongs  to  the  probate  court,  '^he  probate 
court  has  the  unquestionable  right  to  decide  all  probate  matters," 
&c.  Gildart's  Heirs  t;.  Starke,  1  How.  R.  460;  Constitution  of 
Mississippi,  Judicial  Department 

''The  jurisdiction  of  the  probate  court  is  exclusive  over  the 
matters  confided  to  it  by  the  constitution."  Blanton  v.  King,  2 
How.  R.  856;  Carmichael  el  al.  v.  Browder,  3  How.  R.  252. 

"The  powers  of  the  probate  court,  so  far  as  its  jurisdiction  ex- 
tends, are  as  ample  as  those  of  the  court  of  chancery."    Id. 

"The  court  of  chancery  has  no  authority  to  revise  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  probate  court.^    Id. 

As  to  the  second  point.  So  far  as  the  bill  seeks  to  give  the  sep- 
arate creditors  of  Weston  a  claim  to  his  separate  estate  prior  to 
that  of  the  partnership  creditors,  it  shows  no  equity  to  entitle  com- 
plainants to  the  interference  of  this  court;  because,  for  any  thing 
that  is  shown,  the  probate  court  might  have  so  decreed,  the  com- 
missioners not  having  reported  adversely  to  this  principle,  and  the 
probate  court  not  having  made  any  order  upon  this  question.  The 
complainants  cannot  prosecute  their  supposed  rights  in  two  courts 
at  the  same  time:  and  having  submitted  the  question  to  a  court 


OP  CHANCERY.  613 

Arnold  and  Pinckaid  «.  Hamer  ei  aL 

of  competent  jurisdiction  they  must  await  and  abide  by  its  de- 
cisions. 

And  as  to  the  third  point.  All  promises,  contracts  and  liabili- 
ties of  co-partners  are  joint  and  several  in  law  and  equity.  The 
act  of  1836  provides  that,  ''all  promises,  contracts,  and  liabilities 
of  co-partners,  shall  hereafter  be  deemed  and  adjudged  joint  and 
several."  How  &  H.'s  Dig.  696.  See  also  Rice  v.  Shute,  6  Barr. 
2611-13;  Sleeche's  Case,  1  Mer.  666;  Devaynes  v.  Noble,  1  Mer. 
629;  same  case,  2  Mylne  and  Keene^s  R.  See  Lord  Brougham's 
opinion  in  this  last  case.  Sumner  v.  Powell,  2  Mer.  37;  Stephens 
V.  Chiswell,  3  Ves.  666;  1  Story's  Equity,  626,  note  1.  See  fur- 
ther upon  this  point,  Hammersly  v.  Lambert,  2  J.  C.  R.  608; 
Tuckens  v.  Oxley,  6  Cranch's  R.  34r-10;  Lyons  io  Gilmore  v. 
Hamilton^  1  How.  R.  474;  Fairchild  v.  Grand  Gulf  Bank,  6  How. 
R.697. 

Partnership  creditors  have  an  equal  claim  in  law  and  equity  to 
the  separate  estate  of  a  deceased  partner,  with  his  separate  credi- 
tors; especially  where  it  appears  that  the  partnership  assets  have 
been  exhausted,  or  the  surviving  partner  to  be  insolvent;  partner- 
ship contracts  being  considered  joint  and  several.  Act  of  1836, 
How.  and  Hut.  Dig.  696;  Lyons  &  Gilmore  v.  Hamilton,  1  How. 
Rep.  474;  Fairchild  v.  Grand  Gulf  Bank,  6  How.  697;  Devaynes 
V.  Noble,  1  Mer.  629;  same  case,  2  Mylne  &  Eeene's  Rep.  Lord 
Brougham's  Opinion;  1  Story's  Eq.  p.  626,  note  1,  and  authorities 
there  cited;  Tucker  v.  Oxley,  6  Cranch's  Rep.  34,  40;  Bell  et  al 
V.  Newman,  administrator,  &c.  6  Serg.  d&  Rawle,  78;  Hammersly 
V.  Lambert,  2  John.  Chan.  Rep.  608;  Sleech's  case,  1  Mer.  666: 
Sumner  v.  Powell,  2  Mer.  37;  Stephens  v.  Chiswell,  3  Ves.  666: 
Colyer  on  Partnership,  337  to  347;  Contra,  3  Kent's  Com.  64,  66; 
3  Paige's  Rep.  167;  Hall  v.  Hall,  2  McCord's  Chan.  Rep.  302. 

The  bill  does  not  charge  that  there  are  any  partnership  assets  un- 
exhausted, or  ask  of  this  court  to  compel  Uie  partnership  creditor 
to  resort  to  the  partnership  fund  and  exhaust  it,  before  they  should 
seek  payment,  or  a  j9ro  rata  distribution  out  of  the  separate  estate 
of  Weston;  for  the  best  reason,  because  complainants  knew  that 
the  partnership  assets  were  long  since  exhausted,  and  that  the  sur- 
viving partner  was  insolvent. 

It  will  be  perceived  that  the  statute  of  1836  not  only  establishes 
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a  new  role  in  pleading  against  partners,  but  puts  to  rest  all  doubt 
about  the  true  nature  of  partnership  contracts,  by  unequivocally 
declaring  them,  in  law  and  equity,  joint  and  several.  There  are 
two  distinct  sections  in  the  statute,  one  changing  as  declaring  the 
nature  and  character  of  such  contracts,  the  other  changing  the 
rule  of  declaring  and  pleading. 

If  partnership  contracts  are  several  as  well  as  joint,  as  contend- 
ed for,  then  the  demurrer  must  be  sustained  and  the  bill  dismissed 
as  to  the  partnership  creditors. 

Wilkinson  &  Miles  contra^ 

The  first  question  arising  under  the  demurrer  is,  has  this  court 
jurisdiction?  It  most  certainly  has.  Whilst  we  do  not  question 
the  law  of  the  cases  referred  to  in  1  Howard  Rep.  450;  2  lb.  856 ; 
3  lb.  252,  we  insist  they  furnish  no  authority  for  this  case.  There 
is  no  doubt  that  the  probate  court  is  invested  with  full  and  com- 
plete authority  over  all  matters  within  the  legitimate  scope  of  its 
jurisdiction.  But  is  the  question  of  law  raised  by  the  bill  either 
a  matter  testamentary,  of  administration  or  orphan's  business? 
It  is  not  It  is  a  mere  question  of  equity;  and  the  rights  of  com- 
jdainants  can  only  be  worked  out  through  the  equities  of  the  par- 
ties (partners.)  No  other  than  a  court  of  equity  can  give  relief  in 
such  a  case;  and  had  the  probate  court  decreed  in  fiaivor  of  com- 
plainants, its  decree  would  have  been  void  for  want  of  jurisdic* 
tion. 

The  second  position  assumed  by  defendants  is  wholly  untena- 
ble. As  before  stated,  the  probate  court  had  no  jurisdiction  over 
the  question  presented  by  the  bill.  It  could  not  turn  aside  from 
its  ordinary  course  of  procedure  to  look  after  the  mere  equities  of 
third  persons.  The  commissioners  of  insolvency  nor  the  probate 
court  could  take  c<^izance  of  a  matter  wholly  without  the  range 
of  their  legitimate  duties.  And  it  is  a  mistake  of  defendants' 
counsel  in  saying  that  we  are  prosecuting  our  claim  in  two  courts 
at  the  same  time.  All  proceedings  in  the  probate  court  are  stayed 
by  injunction.  The  question  never  has  been  submitted  to  any 
court  save  this. 

The  third  position  assumed  by  defendants  raises  the  only  point 
in  the  case.    The  law  is  too  well  settled  to  be  questioned  at  this 
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day  that  partnership  creditors  are  in  equity  entitled  to  payment 
out  of  the  partnership  assets  in  preference  to  individual  creditors 
of  the  septate  members  of  the  firm.  See  2  Swanston's  Rep.  576; 
1  Tesey,  239,  466;  6  Tesey  126-7-8;  3  Mason's  Rep.  3ia-13; 
6  John.  Ch.  Rep.  60;  4  Vesey,  396;  16  Vesey,  667. 

Will  it  not  follow  as  a  necessary  consequence  that  the  separate 
creditors  of  an  individual  member  of  a  firm  are  entitled  to  pay- 
ment out  of  his  separate  estate  in  preference  to  partnership  credit- 
ors? On  principle,  in  the  absence  of  all  authority,  we  do  not  think 
the  court  would  hesitate  so  to  declare  the  law.  But  we  are  not 
driven  to  principle  alone  to  sustain  this  position.  The  controlling 
power  of  directly  adjudged  precedent,  repeatedly  declared  by 
judges  eminent  for  th^^r  great  learning  and  clear  discrimination, 
has  settled  this  question  beyond  doubt  or  controversy.  See  Grey 
V.  Chiswold,  9  Vesey,  1,18;  Carey  on  Partnership,  119;  3  Kent's 
Com.  66;  1  Story's  Eq.  626;  20  Martin's  La.  Rep.  699;  CoUyer 
on  Partnership,  473,  477;  16  John.  Rep.  106;  Fox  v.  Hanbury, 
Cowp.  Rep.  446;  Tappan  v.  Blaidsell,  6  New  Hampshire  Rep. 
190;  Church  v.  Knox,  2  Conn.  Rep.  614;  Brewster  v,  Hammet,  4 
Conn.  Rep.  646l;  Barber  v.  Hartford  Bank,  9  Conn.  Rep.  407 ; 
Dorer  i;.  Stauffer,  1  Penn.  Rep.  198;  Knox  v.  Summers,  4  Teats' 
Rep.  477;  3  Paige,  167;  17  Vesey,  620;  1  Story's  Eq.  669;  Hall 
V.  Hall,  2  McChord's  Ch.  Rep.  302. 

This  is  unquestionably  the  law,  unless  changed  by  our  statute 
of  1836.  That  act  makes  all  partnership  contracts  joint  and  sev- 
eral. But  does  that  act  charge  the  equities  of  the  joint  and  several 
creditors?  We  think  not.  The  object  and  intention  of  the  act  is 
confined  to  the  remedy  for  the  collection  of  partnership  contracts. 
It  gives  the  owner  of  the  claim  his  election  to  sue  one  or  all  of 
the  members  of  the^firm.  But  it  does  not  change  the  equities  of 
those  who  have  given  credit  to  the  firm,  or  to  separate  individuals 
of  the  firm. 

*  Heretofore  we  have  aigued  this  demurrer  as  to  the  joint  creditors 
of  Weston  &  Exum.  So  fer  as  the  commissioner  of  insolvency 
and  the  administrators  are  concerned,  we  deem  it  unnecessary  to 
say  any  thing.  No  relief  is  asked  against  the  commissioners. 
And  the  administrators  are  called  on  to  discover  whether  they 
have  sold  all  the  land  of  which  Weston  died  seized;  and  to  dis- 
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cover  if  they  did  not  appry  the  Union  Bank  notes  collected  by 
them  to  their  individual  uses. 

• 

The  Chancellor. 

There  are  two  leading  questions  presented  by  the  demurrer. 
The  first  is  a  question  of  jurisdiction  between  the  court  of  chan- 
cery and  the  probate  court.  The  second  relates  to  the  rights  of 
the  joint  and  separate  creditors  of  persons  composing  a  partner- 
ship. The  latter  will  be  first  examined.  I  consider  the  law  well 
settled  upon  principles  of  equal  justice  and  solid  reason,  that  upon 
the  death  of  one  of  several  partners,  a  joint  creditor  has  no  claim 
for  the  payment  of  his  debt  out  of  the  separate  estate  of  the  de- 
ceased partner,  until  the  claims  of  the  separate  creditors  have  been 
first  satisfied.  It  is  true  that  joint  creditors  may  come  into  equity 
to  enforce  their  claim  against  the  estate  of  a  deceased  partner,  and 
equity  will  then  con^sider  the  claim,  as  it  is  considered  at  law,  both 
joint  and  several ;  but  this  can  only  be  done  where  the  claims  of 
the  joint  creditors  do  not  come  in  conflict  with  thosse  of  the  separ- 
ate creditors.  In  such  case  the  priority  of  the  separate  creditors  is 
always  preserved.  Upon  the  death  of  one  partanr  the  claim  of 
joint  creditors  survives  against  the  surviving  partner,  and  is  extin- 
guished at  law  against  the  estate  of  the  deceased  partner,  to  which 
they  can  only  resort  through  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity,  where 
ihe  advantage  thus  thrown  by  accident  upon  the  separate  creditors 
will  be  preserved.  And  in  such  case  it  makes  no  difference  that 
the  surviving  partner  is  insolvent,  if  the  assets  to  be  administered 
are  purely  legal ;  the  separate  creditors  having  acquired  a  priority 
at  law,  and  having  equal  equity,  that  priority  will  be  preserved. 
For  where  the  equities  are  equal  the  legal  right  must  prevail.  A 
difierent  rule  obtains  where  the  assets  are  purely  equitable,  and 
where  therefore,  both  joint  and  separate  creditors  would  have  to 
seek  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity.  In  such  case  neither  party 
having  a  legal  preference,  and  the  surviving  partner  being  insol- 
vent, the  claimants  would  be  decreed  to  take  pari  passu.  It  may, 
I  think,  be  hence  laid  down,  that  in  administering  upon  the  legal 
.  assets  of  an  insolvent  partner,  his  property  should  be  applied  to 
the  payment  of  his  private  debts,  and  partnership  claims  should 
not  be  reported  for  Sipro  rata  dividend.    These  general  rules  and 
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principles  are,  I  think,  fully  suistained  by  the  authorities  which  I 
have  consulted.  They  will  be  found  in  the  cases  of  Wilder  v. 
Keeler,  3  Paige,  Ch.  R,  167.  McCuUoh  v.  Dashiell's  Administrit- 
tor,  1  Har.  &  Gill,  96.  Hall  v.  HaU,  2  McCord,  Ch.  R.  302.  Ridg- 
ley  V.  Carey,  4  Har.  &  McH.  ,167;  Morgan  v.  His  Creditors,  30 
Martin's  Rep.  599;  3  Kent's  Com.  64,  66.  I  may  here  remark,' 
that  I  do  not  think  the  statute  of  this  state,  in  relation  to  the  dis- 
tribution of  insolvent  estates,  has  any  bearing  upon  this  case. 
That  statute  does  not  in  any  way  interfere  with  or  change  the  le- 
gal rights  of  separate  and  partnership  creditors.  The  rules  upon 
that  subject  still  stand  where  the  common  law  has  placed  them. 

Upon  the  question  of  jurisdiction  I  have  much  more  difficulty. 
The  decisions  of  the  High  Court  of  Errors,  whilst  they  lay  down 
a  very  broad  and  comprehensive  jurisdiction  on  the  part  of  the 
probate  court  over  testamentary  matters,  seem  to  admit  that  ques- 
tions may  arise  in  connection  with  the  administration  of  an  estate 
which  would  be  proper  for  the  decision  of  a  court  of  chancery. 
These  admissions  furnish  no  very  definite  idea,  as  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  touching  such  matters.    I  must  therefore  con- 
tinue to  speculite  as  to  what  the  excepted  questions  are,  until  the 
High  Court  of  Errors  shall  lay  down  some  rule  that  will  furnish 
some  more  safe  and  certain  guide.     One  of  the  cardinal  rules 
upon  which  this  court  takes  jurisdiction,  and  one  which,  perhapei 
is  less  liable  to  mislead  than  any  other,  is,  that  a  plain,  adequate 
and  unembarrassed  remedy  can  not  be  had  in  the  case  in  any  other 
court    It  has  not,  I  believe,  been  contended,  even  by  the  broadest 
latitudinarian  for  probate  court  jurisdiction,  that  that  court  could 
settle  and  adjudicate  upon  the  conflicting  rights  and  remedies  of 
creditors  of  an  estate  which  was  in  the  course  of  administration 
before  it.    Suppose  the  case  of  a  creditor  holding  a  mortgage  upon 
an  insolvent  estate,  which  was  before  commissioners,  who  rejected 
his  claim  to  priority,  and  reported  him  as  only  entitled  to  be 
paid  pari  passu  with  simple  contract  creditors.     Would  not  this 
court  injoin  the  commissioners  from  reporting  in  favor  of  th*  sim- 
ple contract  creditors,  until  the  mortgage  lien  was  first  paid  and 
discharged?    Could  the  probate  court  give  the  mortgagee  an  ad- 
equate remedy  in  such  case?    I  think  not.    The  question  of  who 
are  creditors,  and  what  sum  shall  be  allowed  to  each,  are  questions 
Vol.  I.— 44 
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referred  exclusively  to  the  commissioners,  and  their  report  is,  I 
take  it,  conclusive  upon  the  case.  It  can  do  nothing  but  sim]dy 
order  distribution  and  payment  among  the  creditors  according  to 
the  report.  How.  &  H.  409,  sec.  80.  It  will  thus  be  seen  that 
the  mortgagee  in  such  case  would  ,be  wholly  remediless  unless 
'through  the  interposition  of  this  court. 

The  case  before  me  is  entirely  analagous  in  principle  to  the  one 
supposed.  The  complainants  claim  as  the  separate  creditors  of  an 
insolvent  estate;  the  defendants  claim  as  the  joint  creditors  of  a  part- 
nership firm,  of  which  the  intestate  was  a  member.  I  have  already 
shown  that  the  complainants,  as  separate  creditors,  have  a  priority 
at  law,  and  an  equal  equity  with  the  joint  creditors.  It  is  to  pre- 
serve that  priority  that  entitles  the  complainants  to  come  into  this 
ooturt,  where  the  party  having  the  legal  right  with  equal  equity 
will  always  prevail.  This  constitutes  an  exception  to  the  maxim, 
that  equality  is  equity,  in  acting  upon  which  the  court  tnms  the 
scale  in  &vor  of  the  party  having  the  legal  right. 

The  bill  in  this  case  is  then  to  be  regarded  as  a  bill  to  marshal 
the  assets  of  an  insolvent  estate,  between  separate  and  partnership 
creditors ;  an  object  involving  the  exercise  of  oae  of  the  most 
ancient  branches  of  equity  jurisdiction,  presenting  questions  of 
priority  and  conflicting  rights  among  creditors,  to  the  adjustment 
of  which  the  probate  court  is  wholly  inadequate.  For  if  the 
conmiissioners  of  insolvency  were  permitted  to  report  in  favor  of 
the  joint  creditors,  I  conceive  the  probate  court  would  be  bound 
under  the  law  to  declare  them  entitled  to  a  pro  rata  dividend. 

I  am  accordingly  of  opinion  the  demurrer  must  be  disallowed. 
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TI10 release  of  erron  at  law  required  by  the  atatate,  on  filing  abill  for  an  injanetiflQ  to 
stay  proceedings  at  law,  applies  only  to  the  defendant  in  the  execation,  not  to  third 


Tile  emanation  of  an  injunction  works  ipso  facto  a  release  of  eirorat 
As  a  general  rule,  where  the  perronal  property  of  a  third  person  is  seized  under  an  ex- 
ecution, he  will  be  left  to  his  remedy  at  law;  but  the  importance  which  has  been 
attached  to  slaye  property  in  the  slayeholding  states  has  induced  the  establishment 
of  a  dlflferent  rule  in  regard  to  that  species  of  personal  property,  eren  without  any 
allegation  of  peculiar  and  special  Talue. 
Where  an  ezecutbn  was  returned  'satisfied,'  and  the  plaintiff's  receipt  for  the  money 
entered  of  record  by  his  consent,  although  no  money  was  in  fact  paid,  and  a  thiid 
person  subsequently  purchased  the  property  of  the  defendant  in  the  execution,  on 
which  said  judgment  was  a  lien:  held,  that  the  purchaser  took  the  property  dis- 
charged of  the  judgment  lien. 

On  the  4th  November,  1840,  complainant,  Charles  Sevier,  pm:- 
chased  from  John  Briscoe  thirty  odd  negroes  and  other  personal 
prepay,  for  an  adequate  price  then  accepted  by  Briscoe  as  full 
consideration,  and  took  immediate  possession  of  the  same.  On 
11th  January,  1841,  complainant  purchased  Briscoe's  land  at  mar* 
shal's  sale;  about  one  thousand  acres. 

At  the  time  of  said  purchase  there  were  no  liens  on  record  or 
otherwise  on  Briscoe's  property,  except  some  small  judgments 
since  paid  off;  the  land  was  purchased  under  the  oldest  execution 
then  unsatisfied  against  Briscoe. 

In  November,  1842,  six  of  said  n^^roes  were  seized  by  the  sher- 
iff of  Madison  county,  under  and  by  virtue  of  an  execution  ficom 
the  circuit  court  of  said  county,  purporting  to  be  on  a  judgment 
rendered  for  thirteen  hundred  and  seventy-eight  dollars  and  thirty 
three  cents,  in  favor  of  A.  McWhorter,  J.  H.  McWhorter^  John  M. 
Ross  and  Walter  Byrnes,  (John  M.  Ross  &  Co.)  v.  Urbane  B. 
Oglesby,  Thomas  Collin  and  John  Briscoe;  and  J.  Silverbury  af- 
terwards became  defendant  by  joining  in  a  forthcoming  bond. 
Said  property  was  advertised  for  sale  21st  November,  1842. 
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On  17th  January,  1839,  a  previous  execution  was  issued  in  said 
cause,  and  duly  returned  by  the  sheriff  of  Madison  county,  on 
16th  February,  1839,  '^satisfied  in  full."  Complainant  supposes 
the  debt  was  then  paid.  Said  return  remained  among  and  a  part 
of  the  records  of  said  court  from  that  time  up  to  the  time  of  com- 
plainant's purchases;  and  since  that  time  unchanged  and  imrever- 
sed,  till  May,  1842,  when,  on  motion  of  John  M.  Ross  &  Co.  with- 
out notice  to  complainant,  said  court  ordered  the  return  of  16th 
Febniary,  1839,  to  be  set  aside  and  annulled,  and  new  execution 
issued.  All  knowledge  or  notice  of  any  fact,  at  the  time  of  the 
purchase,  tending  in  any  manner  to  invalidate  said  return,  is  de- 
nied. But  complainant  charges  that  said  judgment  was  actually 
satisfied,  and  John  M.  Ross  &,  Co.  or  their  agent  or  attorney,  long 
since,  have  got  their  money. 

The  bill  refers  to  an  order  of  John  B.  Howcott,  attorney  of  John 
M.  Ross  &  Co.  to  said  sheriff,  in  favor  of  William  R.  Chambers, 
ordering  him  to  pay  plaintiff's  money  and  his  tax  fee  to  said 
Chambers;  a  receipt  on  the  sheriff's  docket,  executed  by  Cham- 
bers, in  the  name  of  John  M.  Ross  &  Co.  for  fourteen  hundred 
and  sixty  dollars  and  two  cents,  in  full  for  pkintiff's  money  and 
attorney's  commission,  and  tax  fee  five  dollars;  also  a  xwwcr  of 
attorney,  executed  by  A.  McWhorter,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  author- 
izing Chambers  to  collect  the  money. 

The  bill  charges  that  Chambers  was  the  agent  of  John  M.  Ross 
&  Co.  fully  authorized  to  act  in  this  matter.  The  father  of  said 
Chambers  (Benj.  Chambers)  professed  to  have  some  interest  in  the 
note  on  which  the  judgment  was  founded;  seemed  to  have  the 
management  of  it,  &,c.  Complainant  thinks  it  strange  that  B. 
Chambers  should  endeavor  to  annul  the  acts  of  his  son,  &c. 

The  bill  also  chaiges  that  if  the  judgment  has  not  been  paid 
and  satisfied,  it  ought  to  be  paid  by  George  Calhoon;  that  U.  B. 
Oglesby  was  the  principal  debtor;  the  other  defendants  were  only 
sureties.  Some  time  before  the  16th  February,  1839,  Oglesby 
contracted  with  Calhoon  to  pay  said  judgment.  Calhoon  agreed 
to  pay  it,  in  consideration  of  a  tract  of  land  sold  by  Ogl&sby  to 
Calhoon,  the  title  to  which  remained  in  Briscoe.  Calhoon  pro- 
cured the  execution  to  be  returned  satisfied  as  aforesaid,  and  paid 
the  sheriff^  as  complainant  supposes;  and  it  was  in  consideration 
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of  this,  and  on  the  supposition  and  belief  that  Briscoe  was  wholly 
discharged  therefrom,  that  Briscoe  made  a  conveyance  of  the  land 
to  Calhoon,  on  the  8th  of  March,  1839. 

It  is  also  charged  in  the  bill  that  the  sheriff  of  Madison  county 
and  his  official  sureties  are  either  insolvent,  or  in  such  doubtful 
circumstances,  that  complainant's  remedy  v.  sheriff  at  law  for  the 
wrongful  seizure  and  sale  of  his  property  would  be  wholly  inade- 
quate, &c.;  and  that  before  the  levy  was  made  on  complainant's 
property,  plaintiffs  in  execution  were  requested  by  defendants  in 
execution  to  make  a  levy  on  the  land  conveyed  by  Briscoe  to  Cal- 
hoon, which  was  refused;  and  that  if  Sevier's  property  be  sold 
under  said  execution  he  has  no  recourse  on  his  vendor  Briscoe, 
because  he  is  wholly  insolvent. 

The  bill  pra]rs  for  injunction,  ice.  which  was  granted  by  the 
circuit  judge. 

The  defendants  moved  the  chancellor  to  dissolve  the  injunction 
for  want  of  equity  on  the  &ce  of  the  bill. 

W.  R.  Hill,  for  the  motion. 

It  is  respectfully  submitted  that  the  injunction  must  be  dis- 
solved : 

First.  Because  there  has  been  no  release  of  errors  filed  previous 
to  granting  the  injunction. 

Second.  Because  the  complainant,  if  entitled  to  any  relief  has  a 
plain  and  adequate  remedy  at  law. 

First.  The  law  of  this  state  is  explicit,  How.  and  Hutch.  Dig. 
514.  "  No  injunction  shall  be  granted  to  stay  an  executiim  of  any 
judgment  at  law,  unless  the  party  applying  for  such  injunction,  or 
to  be  benefitted  thereby,  shall  first  sign  and  seal  a  release  of  errors 
in  such  judgment  at  law."  It  will  be  said  that  this  injunction  is 
not  to  operate  as  a  stay  of  execution,  except  as  to  complainant's 
property;  and  that  as  he  is  not  the  defendant  at  law,  he  cannot  re- 
lease errors.  As  to  the  first  proposition,  it  is  denied.  The  execu- 
tion is  levied  on  Sevier's  property  to  a  sufficient  extent  to  satisfy 
the  debt  and  costs.  Whilst  this  levy  is  undisposed  of,  none  other 
can  be  made;  so  that  whatever  may  be  the  terms  of  the  injunctioUi 
its  effect  is  to  stay  execution  altogether  until  this  case  is  disposed 
of,  or  the  injunction  dissolved.    As  to  the  other  excuse,  that  com- 

44* 


622  SUPERIOR  COURT 

ChailM  Scrier  «.  John  M.  Ron  d^  Co,  el  aL 

plainant  is  not  defendant  at  law,  and  cannot  therefore  release,  it 
may  be  remarked,  that  the  statute  declares  that  any  person  to  be 
"b^iefitted  thereby"  shall  release.  Now  who  is  to  be  "benefitted" 
by  this  injunction?  Most  certainly  Briscoe.  He  has  conveyed 
to  complainant.  He  is  liable  over  on  failure  of  title,  or  for  incum- 
brances aflFecting  the  property.  Besides,  Sevier  is  his  privy,  and 
must  be  affected  so  far  as  concerns  this  property  by  acts  done  or 
suffered  by  him.  If,  then,  Sevier  cannot  himself  release,  is  he 
entitled  to  his  injunction  until  Briscoe  releases,  the  party  ^^to  be 
benefitted?"  Or  if  Briscoe  refuses  to  release,  ought  not  complain- 
ant to  set  this  fact  up  in  his  bill  as  an  excuse  for  not  procuring 
such  release?  The  statute  certainly  intended  to  restrict  the  suitor 
in  equity,  in  such  cases,  to  one  tribunal;  to  prevent  him  fix)m  tak- 
ing advantage  of  errors  at  law,  if  he  sought  relief  in  chancery. 
l%e  object  is  a  most  laudable  one,  and  should  whenever  practica- 
ble be  carried  out 

In  this  case  it  is  quite  apparent  that  the  complainant  is  unwil- 
ling to  forego  his  legal'rights,  if  any  he  has.  He  and  Briscoe  are 
identified  in  interest.  Pro  forma  they  are  here  represented  as 
antagonists.  If  however  this  bill  fails  to  accomplish  its  object, 
Briscoe  is  to  sue  out  a  writ  of  error  from  the  decision  of  the  court 
of  law,  setting  aside  the  satisfaction  on  the  execution,  and  thus 
the  advantage  of  two  trials  in  two  distinct  tribunals  is  obtained, 
the  very  thing  intended  to  be  guarded  against. 

Second.  This  court  has  no  jurisdiction  where  there  is  plain  and 
adequate  remedy  at  law. 

The  entry  of  satisfaction  on  the  execution  must  either  operate 
as  a  suspension  of  the  plaintiffs  lien,  or  it  does  not.  Let  it  be  as- 
sumed for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  the  judgment  lien  is  suspend- 
ed during  the  existence  of  this  entry,  and  it  follows  that  the  com- 
plainant has  a  perfect  legal  title  to  the  property  in  question  free 
and  clear  of  this  lien,  unless  the  conveyance  be  fraudulent ;  and 
the  question  occurs,  can  a  bill  be  entertained  to  restrain  the  sale  of 
slaves  taken  in  execution  as  the  property  of  another.  In  those 
states  where  no  other  than  the  common  law  remedies  of  trover  and 
detinue  exist,  it  has  been  held,  and  indeed  may  be  regarded  as  well 
established  doctrine,  that  equity  will  not  interfere  unless  under 
very  peculiar  circumstances. 
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Thus  it  has  been  held  in  Virginia,  that  an  injunction  shall  not 
issue  to  restrain  the  sale  of  personal  property  taken  in  execution 
as  the  property  of  another,  xmleas  from  the  peculiar  value  of  the 
property  the  remedy  at  law  is  incomplete.  3  Randolph,  26 ;  and 
the  same  doctrine  is  maintained.  3  lb.  686.  If  proceedings  under 
an  execution  be  wholly  void,  no  title  will  pass  to  the  purchaser, 
and  the  owner  may  obtain  redress  in  detinue,  and  consequently 
equity  has  no  jurisdiction.    4  Randolph,  427. 

As  a  general  rule,  where  slaves  are  improperly  taken  in  execu- 
tion, the  owner  may  ask  the  aid  of  equity  to  restrain  the  sale;  not 
however  if  they  have  no  peculiar  value,  but  are  merely  regarded 
as  property.  6  Randolph,  194.  In  Kentucky  it  has  been  held 
that  a  bill  in  equity  will  not  be  sustained  to  restrain  the  sheriff 
from  selling  slaves  taken  in  execution,  unless  some  peculiar  circum- 
stances are  alleged,  showing  that  the  remedy  at  law  is  inadequate. 
3  Bibb,  487;  4  Bibb,  236.  In  South  Carolina  it  has  been  held  that 
a  bill  to  compel  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  in  relation 
to  femily  slaves  may  be  entertained.  Sarten  v.  Gordon,  2  Hill,  Ch. 
This  case  is  perfectly  reconcilable  with  the  English  cases,  a)s  it 
proceeds  on  the  ground  that  the  slaves  had  a  peculiar  value  to 
complainant. 

Wherever  the  courts  of  this  country  have  held  that  equity  would 
interfere  either  to  enforce  specifically  a  contract  in  relation  to  per 
sonalty  or  to  restrain  its  sale  under  execution,  some  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances have  existed,  showing  that  adequate  remedies  did  not 
exist  at  law.  In  the  case  of  slaves  it  has  been  shown  that  a  pecu- 
liar value  attached  to  the  particular  slaves,  as  that  they  were 
fiamily  servants,  domestic  or  body  servants,  having  a  value  affixed 
to  them,  as  regards  the  owner,  not  to  be  compensated  in  damages. 
And  to  give  this  court  jurisdiction,  those  peculiar  circumstances 
must  be  allied  in  the  bill.  In  the  present  bill  the  slaves  aie  not 
stated  to  have  any  peculiar  value  not  belonging  to  them  as  mere  pro- 
perty ;  they  are  simply  mentioned  as  any  other  species  of  person- 
alty ;  nor  is  any  reason  set  forth  to  show  why  the  owner  could 
not  be  amply  compensated  in  damages ;  the  bill  is  therefore  radi- 
cally defective,  and  would  be  demurrable  in  England,  and  in  those 
states  where  no  other  than  the  common  law  remedies  exist  In 
this  state  it  may  be  confidently  asserted  that  consistently  with 
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principle  no  bill  to  enjoin  a  sale  of  personal  property  under  ^.  fa. 
can  be  entertained  in  any  case.  The  only  reason  as  has  been  shown 
that  equity  ever  assumed  such  jurisdiction,  was  that  the  remedy  at 
law  was  incomplete;  where  however  that  remedy  is  ample  and  will 
enable  the  claimant  to  recover  the  property  specifically,  the  rea- 
son ceases,  and  the  jurisdiction  should  cease.  I  need  only  refer  to 
the  laws  of  this  state  giving  the  claimant  of  personal  property  the 
right  of  possession  after  it  has  been  levied  on  under  execution* 
How.  &  Hutch.  Dig.  614.  A  full  and  complete  remedy  is  here 
afforded  for  the  very  case  now  before  the  court,  to  say  nothing  of 
the  late  replevin  law.  Acts  of  1842,  page  124,  which  if  possible 
enlaiges  the  remedy. 

The  for^;oing  views  are  predicated  on  the  assumption  that  the 
lien  of  the  execution  was  suspended,  at  least  as  to  property  bona 
Jidt  sold,  during  the  continuance  of  the  entry  of  satisfaction.  This 
is  the  most  fitvorable  view  of  the  case  that  can  be  presented  for  the 
complainant ;  and  admitting  it  to  be  correct,  no  title  would  pass  to 
the  purchaser  under  this  levy,  and  the  complainant  has  a  plain  and 
adequate  remedy  at  law. 

Taking  however  the  other  view  (and  this  I  apprehend  is  the 
more  correct  one,)  that  the  lien  of  the  judgment  still  continued, 
notwithstanding  the  wrongful  entry  of  satisfaction,  and  how  stands 
the  complainant's  case?  Why,  either  the  entry  of  satisfaction  was 
lawfully  and  properly  made  by  the  sheriff,  or  it  was  not  If  the 
former,  then  the  circuit  court  of  law  erred  in  setting  it  aside,  and 
in  this  case  the  proper  remedy  is  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error  fhxn 
this  supposed  erroneous  decision. 

If,  however,  the  entry  of  satisfaction  was  improperly  and  un- 
lawfully made  by  the  sheriff,  it  was  rightfully  set  aside,  and  the 
whole  ground  of  relief  on  the  part  of  the  complainant  resolves 
itself  into  this :  that  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  sheriff  (i.  e.  in 
entering  satisfaction  on  the  execution)  he  has  been  deceived  into 
the  belief  that  the  property  he  purchased  was  unincumbered,  and 
he  asks  this  court  to  visit  this  act  of  the  sheriff,  on  the  heads  of 
the  plainti^  in  execution,  that  he  maybe  spared,  and  they  sustain 
the  loss.  On  what  ground?  Have  the  execution  creditors  been 
guilty  of  any  firaud?    None  is  imputed  to  them.  Have  they  conn- 
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tenanced  or  in  any  wise,  with  a  knowledge  of  the  facts,  saift- 
tioned  the  acts  of  the  sheriJBf?  No  such  allegation  is  made.  On 
the  contrary,  it  is  stated  they  are  non-residents,  and  although  they 
had  here  a  collecting  agent,  his  authority  was  limited  to  the  acts 
of  receiving  money;  he  had  none  to  make  arrangements.  Some* 
thing  is,  I  think,  said,  though  not  as  an  allegation  distinctly  made, 
about  the  improbability  of  a  father  not  ratifying  the  agency  of  his 
son,  William  R.  Chambers.  It  should  have  been  distinctly 
alleged  that  the  father  was  authorized  to  ratify.  The  agent  was 
appointed,  not  by  his  father,  but  by  the  plaintifis  in  execution;  nor 
has  the  father  any  interest  in  the  matter. 

It  may  be  said  that  the  plaintifis  in  execution  have  their  rem- 
edy against  the  sheriff  and  his  sureties.  A  remedy  without 
redress  against  an  insolvent  sheriff  in  Texas  and  his  insolvent 
sureties.  And  why  has  not  the  complainant  the  same  remedy? 
If  a  sheriff  under  colore  officii  does  an  act  whereby  injury  results 
to  another,  he  and  his  sureties  are  liable. 

After  all,  the  most  that  can  be  said  is,  that  it  is  a  hard  case  on 
the  complainant.  And  is  it  not  equally  hard  on  the  part  of  the 
execution  creditors  to  lose  their  debt?  At  any  rate,  the  equities 
are  equal,  and  where  this  is  the  case,  the  law  must  prevail. 

I  cannot  admit  that  complainant  has  any  higher  equity  than 
Briscoe,  his  vendor.  Has  he  any?  I  do  not  recollect  that  the  bill 
states  Briscoe's  insolvency.  If  it  does  not,  then,  from  aught  that 
appears,  he  can  resort  to  Briscoe.  If,  however,  the  execution  is  to 
be  regarded  as  paid,  as  is  insisted  by  the  complainant,  then  he  has 
adequate  relief  at  law.  An  injunction  will  not  be  granted  to  stay 
sale  on  an  execution  on  the  ground  that  the  judgment  has  been 
paid.  The  sole  remedy  in  such  case  is  at  law,  where  the  execu- 
tion can  be  stayed  by  a  judge's  order.  Landsing  v.  Eddy,  1  John. 
Ch.  Rep.  49. 

Admitting,  then,  eviery  thing  that  is  ui^ed  in  the  bill  in  relation 
to  the  ratification  of  the  acts  of  the  agent,  regarding  the  execu- 
tion as  having  been  paid,  there  is  no  ground  for  the  interference 
of  this  court.  Many  things  are  said  in  the  bill  (all  the  facts  are 
not,  however,  stated)  going  to  show  that  the  circuit  court  erred  in 
its  judgment,  in  setting  aside  the  entry  of  satisfaction.  Indeed  the 
whole  scope  of  the  bill  is  an  attempt  to  have  the  adjudication  of  a 
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caort  of  law  examined  and  reversed  by  a  court  of  diancery.  If 
the  court  of  law  has  erred,  there  is  a  plain,  direct  mode  prescribed 
to  correct  its  errors.  This  court  will  not  assume  the  right  of  the 
High  Court  of  Errors.  Whenever  the  case  goes  there,  the  judg- 
ment below,  it  is  believed,  can  be  successfully  defended. 

I.  C.  TuppER  contra. 

The  first  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  complainant  has 
an  adequate  remedy  at  law?  Although  the  proposition  that  "the  en- 
try of  satisfaction  on  an  execution  operates  as  a  suspension  of  the 
plaintiff's  lien  for  the  time  being,  so  far  as  regards  a  purchaser  with- 
out notice  of  any  error  in  such  entry,"  may  be  maintained,  and  prob- 
ably with  success.  Still  it  is  a  matter  of  much  doubt,  especially  when 
we  consider  it  as  connected  with  the  circumstances  of  this  case. 
As  a  general  rule,  I  know  of  no  reason  why  an  erroneous  entry 
of  satis&ction  made  by  the  sheriff,  on  an  execution,  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  should  operate,  per  se^  as  a  suspension 
of  the  plaintiff's  lien.  But  when  such  entry  is  made  with  the 
I^aintiff's  knowledge  and  assent,  or  that  of  his  agent,  (supposing  it 
to  be  erroneous,)  and  particularly  when  the  same  has  been  acqui* 
esced  in  for  more  than  three  years,  the  case  assumes  a  different 
character.  Here  is  a  case  of  such  palpable  laches  and  negligence^ 
to  say  the  least  of  it,  as  courts  of  equity  will  not  tolerate;  especial- 
ly when  the  rights  of  third  persons  are  concerned,  who  have  beoi 
induced  to  make  contracts  by  reason  of  this  very  n^ligence^ 
laches  or  fraud,  and  without  any  notice  whatever  of  the  errors 
afterwards  exhibited.  It  is,  then,  the  negligence  or  fraud  of  the 
plaintifis  in  execution,  and  the  notice  or  want  of  it  to  the 
purchaser,  that  materially  affects  the  case;  and  these  are  subjects 
properly  cognizable  by  a  court  of  equity. 

Now  if  we  can  suppose  from  the  facts  presented  in  the  bill, 
that  the  return  of  the  sheriff  of  ^^satisfied  in  full,"  made  the  16th 
of  February,  1839,  was  erroneous  and  false,  there  is  here  a  case 
of  laches  and  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  in  execution, 
amounting  to  a  fraud  upon  the  rights  of  all  subsequent  purchasers 
of  defendants  in  execution.  The  return  was  known  and  as- 
sented to  by  the  plaintifis  through  their  agent.  Chambers,  who 
gave  the  sheriff  a  receipt  in  full  for  the  money,  in  accordance 
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with  his  authority,  and  the  plaintifis  acquiesced  in  such  erroneous 
i  proceeding  until  May,  1842,  more  than  three  years  thereafter, 

i  Complainant  does  not  contend  that  his  purchase  was  prior  to 

i  the  judgment  against  his  vendor,  but  supposes  that  his  property  is 

prima  fcuAt  liable  to  the  execution,  and  that  the  entry  of  satL^bc- 
tion  does  not  of  itself  extinguish  the  lien,  supposing  it  to  be  erro- 
neous, but  it  is  the  act  of  the  plaintifis  themselves  at  the  time  of  the 
i  return,  and  their  delay  in  having  it  rectified.    To  obtain  a  dis- 

f  covery  of  all  the  facts  connected  with  this  transaction,  and  to  quiet 

t  his  title  not  only  to  the  property  actually  levied  on,  but  to  all  that 

he  purchased  from  Briscoe,  he  humbly  conceives  that  this  suit  is 
[  his  proper  remedy.    With  the  above  view  of  the  case,  recollecting 

f  the  order  of  the  court  setting  aside  the  return  of  satis&ction,  could 

>  complainant  have  recoiurse  against  the  sheriff,  or  in  the  event  of  a 

sale,  against  the  purchaser?    Certainly  not.    The  judgment  of 
I  the  court  and  the  execution  protected  both  the  sheriff  and  purcha- 

ser. But  it  is  said  he  must  resort  to  the  statutory  remedy  of  the 
trial  of  the  right  of  property.  In  the  first  place,  I  deny  that  the 
statute  giving  a  claimant  a  right,  by  giving  bond,  &c.  to  have  an 
issue  as  to  the  right  of  property  taken  in  execution,  tried  by  a 
jury,  restricts  the  claimant  as  to  any  rights  or  remedies  which  he 
had  before  the  passage  of  that  act.  He  may  avail  himself  of  the 
benefit  of  this  act  or  not,  as  he  pleases.  But  suppose  he  had  re- 
sorted to  this  mode  of  redress — ^if  I  am  correct  in  supposing  that 
the  entry  of  satisfaction  did  not  per  se  extinguish  the  lien  of  the 
judgment,  supposing  it  to  be  false — it  would  of  course  have  been 
unavailing.  The  judgment  of  the  court,  of  May,  1842,  setting 
aside  and  annulling  the  return  of  Febmary,  1839,  could  not  be 
controverted,  and  the  lien  of  the  judgment  would  be  considered 
as  having  attached  at  its  date  in  1837  or  1838. 

For  authorities,  if  any  should  be  required,  see  at  the  conclusion 
of  this  ailment. 

But  it  is  said,  by  the  counsel  for  the  motion,  that  we  contend 
that  the  execution  has  actually  been  paid.  True;  it  is  so  charged 
in  the  bill,  and  confidendy  urged  by  complainant's  counsel.  The 
judgment  has  been  paid;  the  execution  was  correctly  returned, 
and  the  plaintiff  have  received  their  money. 
The  bill  charges  that  W.  R.  Chambers  was  the  agent  of  plain- 
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tiffs,  and  also  exhibits  a  triie  copy  of  a  letter  of  attorney,  executed 
by  plaintiffs.  The  receipt  of  Chambers,  on  the  sheriff^s  docket,  in 
full  for  plaintifis'  claim,  signed  by  plaintifis,  "John  M.  Ross  &  Co." 
by  their  agent,  Chambers;  the  order  of  plaintiffs'  attorney  at  law, 
John  B.  Howcott,  to  pay  over  the  money  to  Chambers,  which  was 
delivered  to  the  sheriff  and  the  money  paid  to  Chambers,  and  his 
acts  ratified  by  plaintiffs. 

Now,  without  a  denial  of  these  charges,  and  the  authenticity  of 
these  papers,  I  cannot  conceive  how  it  can  be  inferred  that  the 
judgment  remains  unpaid.  But  it  is  insisted  that  such  an  infer- 
ence may  be  drawn  from  the  fact  that  the  circuit  court  of  Madison 
county,  in  May,  1842,  ordered  that  the  entry  of  satisfaction  be  set 
aside.  Now,  it  is  that  very  order,  or  judgment,  that  has  driven 
complainant  to  seek  relief  in  this  court;  not  for  the  purpose,  as 
counsel  very  gravely  insist,  of  having  ''the  adjudication  of  a  court 
of  law  examined  and  reversed  by  a  court  of  chancery,''  but  to  be 
relieved  from  the  unjust  operations  of  an  unjust  judgment,  to 
which  he  is  not  a  party,  and  with  which,  from  the  nature  of  the 
case,  he  could  have  nothing  to  do.  He  seeks  not  to  interfere  in 
any  manner  with  the  judgment  or  its  legitimate  execution.  He 
simply  asks  for  his  day  in  court,  and  that,  in  a  proceeding  where 
he  can  properly  be  made  a  party,  in  order  that  his  rights  may  be 
properly  understood  and  enforced. 

The  counsel  for  the  motion  has  a  happy  fitculty  of  making  com- 
plainant assume  any  shape  that  may  suit  his  fancy  or  his  argu- 
ment At  one  time  he  is  a  third  person,  having  no  connection 
with  the  judgment  or  the  parties  to  it,  and  should  not  apply  to 
chancery  for  relief  against  a  trespass  committed  by  the  sheriff. 
Again,  he  is  nothing  more  nor  less  than  a  real  defendant  in  exe- 
cution, and  must  apply  to  the  High  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals 
to  reverse  the  judgment  against  him!  Seriously :  I  trust  it  will 
not  be  insisted  that  complainant  has  or  can  have  any  thing  to  do 
with  the  judgment  against  Oglesby,  Briscoe  and  others,  in  itself, 
either  by  correcting  the  errors  of  the  circuit  court  or  releasing 
them. 

As  much  has  been  said  on  the  subject  of  a  release  of  errors,  I 
will  simply  state  that  complainant  does  not  ask  for  an  "injunction 
tostay  execution  of  any  judgment  at  law."    Such  is  not  the  in- 
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tention  or  prayer  of  the  bill.  The  judgment  is  as  free,  uncon- 
trolled and  effectual  at  this  moment,  against  the  defendants  in  ex- 
ecution, as  it  ever  was. 

Let  it  be  supposed  for  a  moment  that  the  propMy  of  complain- 
ant levied  on  is  liable  to  said  execution,  unless  it  can  be  shown 
that  the  judgment  has  actually  been  paid,  how  can  complainant 
show  that  fact  except  by  the  mode  to  which  he  has  resorted — a 
bill  in  chancery?  When  application  was  made  in  May,  1842,  to 
set  aside  the  return  of  satisfaction,  the  defendants  in  execution 
may  not  have  been  notified,  or,  if  notified,  (being  insolvent)  they, 
may  not  have  thought  proper  to  adduce  proof  of  the  payment  of 
the  judgment.  If  so,  they  alone  should  suffer  for  their  neglect. 
Such  neglect  cannot  affect  the  rights  of  complainant  He  cer- 
tainly has  a  right  to  be  heard  before  he  shall  suffer  firom  the  effects 
of  such  judgment. 

The  counsel  for  the  motion  states  that  the  entry  of  satisfaction 
was  made  on  the  execution  under  some  arrangements  with  the 
Messrs.  Calhoon.  No  money  was  ever  paid  while  the  sheriff  held 
the  execution  as  an  oficer;  and  at  May  term,  1842,  the  return  was 
set  aside,  on  full  proof  offered,  both  for  and  against  it;  and  that 
complainant  resides  with  Briscoe,  who  is  his  father-in-law,  ice.  &c. 
As  to  some  of  these  statements,  the  allegations  of  the  bill  are  the 
reverse.  As  to  the  others,  they  may  or  may  not  be  true,  but,  as 
the  bill  does  neither  allege  or  admit  them,  they  cannot  be  consid- 
ered in  this  motion. 

Again,  there  is  another  ground  for  the  injunction,  which  the 
counsel  for  the  motion  has  not  noticed,  but  which  is  in  itself 
deemed  suficient  to  authorize  relief  from  this  court. 

It  appears  that  Briscoe  sold  a  tract  of  land  to  Oglesby,  (who  is 
the  principal  debtor  in  said  judgment,)  but  made  no  conveyance. 
Oglesby  sold  the  land  to  George  Calhoon,  who  agreed  to  pay  off 
said  judgment  as  part  consideration,  and  Oglesby  agreed  to  pro- 
cure a  conveyance  from  Briscoe.  Briscoe  being  Oglesby's  surety 
in  said  judgment,  would  make  the  conveyance  only  upon  the  con- 
dition that  said  judgment  should  be  paid,  and  he  released  from 
his  suretyship.  Whereupon  Calhoon  paid  or  professed  to  pay  the 
debt,  the  execution  was  returned  satisfied  as^  aforesaid,  and  the 
conveyance  was  soon  afterwards  made  by  Briscoe  to  Calhoon« 
ToL.l— 46 
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Here  was  a  particular  fond  set  apart  by  the  principal  debtor  for 
the  payment  of  the  judgment,  which  was  amjdy  sufficient  for  the 
purpose.  This  fund  is  still  available,  and  before  the  levy  was 
made  on  complidnant's  property  the  plaintifEs  in  execution  were 
requested  by  defendants  in  execution  to  levy  upon  that  tract  of 
land.  Now  if  it  should  turn  out  that  Calhoon  did  not  really  pay 
this  judgment  according  to  agreement,  and  the  sheriff's  return 
was  false,  who  ought  in  justice  and  equity  to  pay  the  debt,  in  the 
atofflce  of  Oglesby,  the  principal  debtor?  Most  assuredly  Cal- 
hoon. And  this  tract  of  land  having  been  set  apart  for  that  pur- 
pose  by  the  principal  debtor,  is  unquestionably  liable  to  the  execu- 
tian  in  preference  to  property  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser.  The  val- 
idity of  contracts  will  be  enforced,  and  the  rights  of  bona  fide 
purchasers  protected  by  a  court  of  equity.  In  New  York,  it  has 
been  decided  that,  an  injunction  will  lie  to  restrain  a  judgment 
creditor  from  selling  property  of  a  subsequent  purchaser  of  the 
debtor,  until  the  vendor's  property  has  been  exhausted.  Clowes 
«.  Dickinson,  6  John.  Chan.  Rep.  240.  The  principles  decided  in 
tfiat  case,  it  is  believed,  are  applicable  to  the  case  at  bar.  This 
ground  of  relief,  it  will  be  perceived,  would  have  been  available 
to  Briscoe  if  he  had  not  sold  the  property,  and  perhaps  to  Oglesby 
himself  It  will  not  therefore  be  contended  that  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser without  notice^  has  not  an  equity  at  least  equal  to  that  of 
his  vendor. 

In  conclusion,  the  injunction  ought  to  be  sustained, 

First.  Because,  if  the  return  "satisfied  in  full,"  of  the  16th  Feb- 
ruary, 1839,  be  false,  the  laches  and  n^ligence  of  {Aaintifis  in  ex- 
ecution, if  they  did  not  assent  to  such  return,  amount  to  an  im- 
plied assent,  and  to  a  fraud  upon  the  rights  of  bona  fide  piuchasers 
during  the  suspension  of  such  execution. 

Second.  Because  the  judgment  was  actually  paid,  and  the  re- 
turn of  the  16th  February,  1839,  was  true;  and  this  suit  is  the 
proper  and  legitimate  proceeding  for  complainant  to  substantiate 
that  fact,  and  be  relieved  from  the  efl^ts  of  the  order  of  May, 
1842,  which  is  either  unjust  or  made  without  a  full  hearing  of  dl 
the  evidence. 

Third.  Because,  whether  said  return  be  true  or  false,  the  tract 
of  land  sold  by  Oglesby  to  Calhoon,  and  conveyed  by  Briscoe,  is 
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primarily  liable  for  the  satisfikction  of  the  execution,  as  it  now 
stands,  and  the  property  of  complainant,  being  a  i)ona  fide  pur- 
chaser, is  not  liable  at  least  till  the  land  has  been  exhausted. 
Fourth.  Complainant  has  no  adec[uate  remedy  at  law. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  is  a  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  for  want  of  equity 
in  the  bill,  and  is  made  upon  two  grounds : 

First  That  there  is  no  release  of  errors  to  the  judgment  at  law. 
This  duty  applies  altogether  to  the  defendant  in  execution.  Here 
the  injunction  is  at  the  instance  of  a  third  person,  who  asks  merely 
to  stay  the  execution  as  against  his  property,  not  to  enjoin  the 
judgment.  But  if  it  were  otherwise,  the  court  would  presume  a 
release  of  errors.  Indeed  I  should  hold  that  the  emanation  of  the 
injunction  worked  ipso  facto  a  release  of  errors. 

Second.  It  is  insisted  that  the  complainant's  remedy,  if  any,  is 
at  law.  I  cannot  assent  to  this  proposition.  It  is  true  as  a  gene- 
ral rule  that  where  the  personal  property  of  a  third  person  is 
seized  under  an  execution,  he  will  be  left  to  his  remedy  at  law. 
But  the  importance  which*  has  been  attached  to  slave  property,  in 
the  slave-holding  states,  has  induced  the  establishment  of  a  differ- 
ent rule  in  regard  to  that  species  of  personal  property,  even  with- 
out any  allegation  of  peculiar  and  special  value;  and  that  rule  has 
been  repeatedly  recognized  in  this  court.  These  technical  objec- 
tions are  not  deemed  sufficient  to  discharge  the  injunction.  Upon 
the  merits  of  the  case  as  disclosed  by  the  bill,  I  can  have  no  doubt 
that  the  injunction  should  be  retained.  At  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase, by  the  complainant,  of  the  property,  which  is  now  sought 
to  be  subjected  to  the  judgment  of  the  defendants,  the  records  of 
the  court  of  law  showed  that  the  judgment  had  been  satisfied,  and 
that  it  so  stood  for  nearly  three  years.  Whether  this  entry  of  sat- 
isfaction was  false  or  not,  could  not  affect  the  rights  of  the  com- 
plainant, as  a  bona  fide  purchaser  without  notice  of  that  fact. 
There  would  be  no  security  whatever  to  purchasers  if  the  public 
records  are  not  to  be  credited,  when  examined  with  a  view  to 
ascertain  the  existence  or  non-existence  of  incumbrances  upon  the 
property  about  to  be  purchased.    These  records  are  consulted  by 
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ereiy  pradent  purchaser,  and  the  law  will  not  hold  him  liaUe 
beyond  the  facts  which  they  disclose.  The  execution  was  not 
only  returned  satisfied,  but  the  sheriff's  docket  showed  the  receipt 
of  the  money  by  the  agent  of  the  plaintiffs  at  law.  The  fiict  that 
this  satisfaction  was  set  aside  by  the  court  of  law  and  a  new 
execution  ordered,  cannot  have  the  effect  of  making  the  judgment 
overreach  the  purchase  which  the  complainant  made  upon  the 
fidth  of  the  records  and  files  of  the  court  showing  that  judgment 
satisfied. 
The  motion  to  dissolve  for  want  of  equity  must  be  ovetmled. 
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Calvin  Hansborough  et  al. 


The  IiAbility  of  the  obligors  in  a  bond  of  indemnity  arises  exclusively  ont  of  the  < 
tract  set  forth  in  the  bond.  The  bond,  therefore,  which  created  the  liability  must 
determine  the  extent  of  the  same.  Where  a  bond  of  indemnity  was  conditioned  to 
"save  harmless  and  indemnify  the  said  James  M.  Buckner,  his  heirs,  dec  from  all 
loss  and  injury,  damages,  costs,  and  charges  that  shall  or  may  at  any  time  hereafter 
accrue  to  him  or  be  incurred  by  him,  his  heirs,  dec.  by  reason  of  the  liability  of  the 
said  James  M.  Buckner,  on  the  said  promissory  notes,*'  (prcYiously  set  forth  in  the 
bond,)  "  or  any  of  them,  then  the  above  obligation  shall  be  void,  otherwise  to  be  in 
foice,"  ift.  Held  by  the  court,  that  the  complainant  is  not  entitled  « to  any  remedy 
either  at  law  or  in  equity,  until  the  contingency  has  arisen  upon  which  his  light  of 
action  was  to  aoeme ;  until,  according  to  its  terms,  he  has  sustained  some  injury,  in- 
curred some  loss,  or  suffered  some  damage,  or  been  damnified  by  the  payment  of 
costs  and  charges  resulting  from  the  failure  of  the  defendants  to  pay  offer  discharfe 
the  debts  therein  enumerated." 

A  covenant  to  indemnify  against  a  debt,  is  not  neeessarily  a  covenant  to  pay  that  debt 
The  defendants  may  take  np  and  caccel  the  original  evidence  of  ihe  debt  by  which 
the  complainant  is  bound,  and  substitute  new  and  distinct  liabilities;  or  they  maj 
interpose  some  legal  ground  of  defence  to  the  suit  of  the  creditors,  and  defeat  a  recov- 
ery. In  both  of  these  instances,  the  condition  of  the  bond  would  be  fully  complied 
with,  and  the  complainant  have  realized  the  whole  object  of  the  contract 

In  order  to  recover  upon  a  mere  bond  of  indemnity,  actual  damage  must  be  showib 
If  the  indemnity  be  against  the  payment  of  money,  the  plaintiff  must  in  genertd 
prove  actual  payment;  a  mere  legal  liability  to  pay  is  not,  in  such  case,  suffidmit 
If  the  indemnity  were  against  a  liability  to  pay,  the  rule  would  be  diffeient 

The  rule  which  requires  a  plaintiff  to  show  a  present  subsisting  right  of  action,  is 
equally  regarded  in  equity  as  at  law.  A  court  of  equity  will  supply  a  remedy  whene 
none  exists  at  law,  but  will  not  create  a  right  of  action  where  the  law  gives  none. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  a  cout  of  equity  will  not  decree  a  specific  performance  of  a 
mere  personal  covenant  sounding  in  damages,  nor  of  a  contract  relating  to  personalty 
where  compensation  may  be^  had  at  law.  Such  contracts  will  only  be  enforced 
where  the  property  has  some  artificial  nature,  or  where  the  breach  of  the  personal 
indemnity  would  be  productive  of  irreparable  injury. 

This  bill  states  that  on  the  19th  January,  1838,  the  complain- 
ant's intestate,  and  the  defendants,  Calvin  Hansborough  and  Jesse 
Denson,  did  form  a  partnership  in  mercantile  busiaess,  which 
partnership  was  dissolTed  on  the  Slst  January,  1838,  and  the 
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complainant's  intestate  agreed  to  retire  from  the  firm,  and  in  con- 
sideration thereof  took  from  the  defendants  a  bond,  conditioned 
that  they  would  <^save  harmless,  and  indemnify  the  said  James 
M.  Buckner,  his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  from  all  loss 
and  injury,  damages,  costs,  and  charges  that  shall  or  may  at  any 
time  hereafter  accrue  to  him,  or  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administra- 
tors, for  and  by  reason  of  the  liability  of  said  Buckner,"  on  certain 
promissory  notes  of  said  firm  specified  in  the  bond.  That  the  de- 
fendants have  not  indemnified  said  Buckner  fix>m  all  loss  and  in- 
jury,  &c.;  and  that  suits  have  been  instituted  in  Madison  circuit 
court  on  some  of  the  notes  mentioned  in  the  bond  of  indemnity, 
to  wit,  the  notes  due  by  the  firm  to  Porter,  Crump  &  Co.  and  the 
judgments  would  in  a  short  time  be  recovered  thereon  against 
complainants'  intestate;  that  suits  will  be  instituted  against  him 
on  other  notes  mentioned  in  the  bond  of  indenmity,  by  means  of 
which  the  complainants'  intestate  will  be  ruined,  ice. 

The  answer  admits  the  execution  of  the  bond,  as  stated,  and 
states  that  every  efibrt  was  made  after  Buckner's  retirement  from 
the  firm  to  pay  the  debts  specified  by  the  avails  of  the  partnership 
fund,  and  to  that  end  that  not  only  all  the  debts,  effects  and  mo- 
neys, with  very  small  exceptions  due  the  firm  before  Buckner's 
withdrawal,  but  all  that  had  become  due  to  the  remaining  partners 
after  the  withdrawal,  were  faithfully  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  com- 
petent trustee  in  December,  1838,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  liquida- 
ting the  debts  mentioned  in  the  bond.  Said  assets  are  more  than 
double  the  amount  of  the  debts  mentioned  in  the  bond.  Many  of 
said  assets  have  proved  insolvent;  but  defendants  acted  in  good 
feith  in  placing  the  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  trustee,  and  if  Buckner 
had  remained  in  the  firm,  it  would  have  been  impossible  for  him 
to  manage  the  affiurs  of  the  firm  so  as  to  avoid  suits.  That  the 
assets  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  trustee  as  aforesaid  were  thus 
applied  to  pay  debts  contracted  by  the  firm  of  Hansborough,  Buck- 
ner &  Co.  before  defendant  Jesse  Denson  came  into  said  firm;  and 
that  the  debts  which  Buckner  was  indemnified  against  were  not 
debts  for  which  Denson  was  liable  as  a  partner  in  said  finn. 

The  answer  shows  that  Denson  became  involved  in  the  firm  of 
Hansborougfa,  Buckner  &;  Co.  by  the  fraud  and  deception  of  Bnck- 
ner.   That  in  1837,  Denson  was  induced  by  Buckner  to  become 
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his  surety  for  a  lai^e  amount  of  money,  between  fifteen  and  six- 
I  teen  thousand  dollars,  due  for  merchandise  purchased  by  Hans- 

b  borough,  Buckner  d&  Co.  before  Denson  was  a  member  of  the  firm. 

Ii  -  He  was  induced  to  become  such  surety  by  the  assurances  of  Buck* 

I  ner,  fidsely  and  fraudulently  made,  that  he  was  free  firom  embarrass- 

I  ment  and  his  property  not  encumbered;  and  that  he  would  indem- 

I  nify  said  Denson  for  becoming  his  surety,  by  giving  him  a  deed  in 

\  trust  of  property.    This  he  was  unable  to  do;  and  Denson,  find- 

ing that  Buckner  had  practised  a  fraud  upon  him,  was  compelled 


I  to  enter  the  firm  of  Hansborough,  Buckner  d&  Co.  in  order  to  do 

(  something  to  secure  himself.    That  Buckner  retired  firom  the  firm 

,  because  it  was  discovered  that  he  was  pursuing  a  course  of  busi- 

,  ness  that  would  ruin  the  firm,  and  that  he  is  utterly  insolvent. 

The  answer  admits  that  suits  have  been  brought  on  a  portion 
'  of  the  notes  mentioned  in  the  bond,  as  stated  in  the  bill.  The 
supplemental  answer  shows  that  these  suits  have  been  dismissed 
and  no  judgments  rendered  thereon.  This  is  proved  by  the 
clerk's  attract  of  the  cases  filed  with  the  supplemental  answer. 
It  also  appear  that  the  estate  of  Buckner  has  been  returned  and 
reported  to  the  probate  court  of  Madison  county  insolvent.  See 
the  exhibit  No.  1,  filed  with  the  supplemental  answer. 

William  Thompson  for  complainant. 

Buckner  having  died,  the  suit  is  revived  in  the  name  of  Wil- 
liam Hoy,  his  administrator.  The  question  raised  in  this  case  is, 
whether  a  bill  in  chancery  to  enforce  an  indemnity  will  lie.  If  it 
will  lie,  a  decree  for  an  account  and  specific  execution  will,  of 
course,  go. 

That  it  is  the  most  appropriate  remedy,  as  the  action  at  law 
cannot  be  sustained  till  the  damage  has  actually  been  suffered, 
which  often  would  be  ruinous  to  the  party.  See  2  Story's  Eq. 
145,  146.  Champion  v.  Brown,  6  John.  Ch.  Rep.  406 ;  Rane- 
laugh  V.  Hayes,  1  Ver.  R.  189;  2  Ch.  Cases,  146;  Mosely's  Rep. 
318.    1  Brown's  Ch.  Rep.  58. 

That  the  suits  which  have  been  brought  have  been  dismissed, 
catmot  alter  the  case,  for  they  are  liable  to  be  renewed  at  any  time. 
That  Buckner's  estate  has  been  reported  insolvent  cannot  affect 
the  rights  of  the  parties,  for  the  right  that  Buckner  had  to  have 
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the  debts  which  he  owed  paid  according  to  the  bond  of  indem- 
nity, was  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  as  well  as  himself;  and  if 
Buckner  was  now  living  and  insolvent,  could  the  parties  to  the 
bond  of  indemnity  say  to  him,  as  the  money  cannot  be  made  out 
of  you,  you  have  no  right  to  complain  that  the  partnership  debts 
are  not  paid.  Could  not  Buckner  reply,  I  have  your  bond  to  pay 
these  debts,  and  in  honesty  and  good  faith  to  my  creditors  I  have 
a  right  to  see  that  you  do  pay  them? 

And  does  not  the  indemnity  in  fact  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the 
creditors  of  Buckner,  and  of  the  indorsers  on  the  notes  of  the 
partnership?  for  in  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the  court  filed  by 
defendant's  counsel  to  show  the  suits  have  been  dismissed,  it  ap* 
pears  that  Hoy  and  Russell  were  sued  with  the  principals  on  said 
notes. 

The  administrator  has  all  the  rights  that  Buckner  had  to 
demand  a  specific  execution  of  the  indemnity,  and  is  in  good  faith 
required  to  enforce  the  indemnity  as  Buckner,  if  living,  would 
have  been  required  to  do  and  had  a  right  to  do. 

A.  H.  Handy  for  respondents. 

Conceding  that  there  are  cases  when  equity  will  decree  a  spe* 
cific  performance  of  a  bond  of  indemnity,  yet  the  defendants 
contend  that  this  is  not  a  case  where  such  relief  can  be  given, 
because, 

1.  Although  Buckner  retired  from  the  firm,  the  answer  shows 
that  the  conduct  of  the  remaining  partners  was  honest,  in  appropri* 
ating  not  only  the  funds  and  assets  due  the  firm  at  the  time  of  his 
withdrawal,  but  those  which  accrued  afterwards,  to  the  payment 
of  the  debts  mentioned  in  the  bond.  But  the  finn  was  insolvent 
beyond  redemption,  and  the  complainant  could  not  have  remedied 
this  had  he  continued  in  the  concern.  No  profit  has  arisen  to  the 
remaining  partners,  nor  injury  happened  to  the  aflfairs  of  the  firm 
by  complainant's  withdrawal.  Indeed  it  is  shown  by  the  answer 
that  he  was  of  great  injury  to  the  firm  by  his  imprudent  conduct 
in  managing  its  affairs,  and  that  this  was  the  cause  of  his  with- 
drawal. After  the  defendants  had  honestly  and  faithfully  used 
the  means  of  the  firm,  due  both  before  and  after  the  complainant's 
withdrawal,  to  pay  the  debts  mentioned  in  the  bond^  would  it  not 
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i:  be  unconscionable  in  behalf  of  the  retiring  partner,  in  a  proceed- 

II  ing  founded  on  the  bond  of  indemnity,  the  true  spirit  and  equity 

ii  of  which  was  only  to  secure  a  faithful  application  of  the  means 

t  of  the  firm  to  the  pa3rment  of  its  debts,  to  require  the  remaining 

f  partners  to  pay  the  debts;  and  although  they  had  gained  nothing 

I  by  the  complainant's  quitting  the  firm,  to  saddle  the  whole  of  the 

debts  upon  the  remaining  partners?    Such  a  decree  would  be  no 
t  more  than  a  judgment  at  law  for  the  holders  of  the  debts  men- 

i  tioned  in  the  bond,  which  is  not  the  spirit  and  true  intent  of  the 

I  bond,  as  will  be  afterwards  shown.      The  bona  fides  of  the 

}  remaining  partners  will  commend  them  to  the  protection  of  a 

court  of  equity. 

2.  The  position  in  which  the  defendant  Denson  stood  to  the 
complainant  in  giving  the  bond  of  indemnity,  resulted  from  the 
fraud  and  deception  of  complainant  practiced  on  Denson.  Before 
Denson  was  a  member  of  the  firm,  he  was  induced  by  false  assur- 
ances of  complainant  to  become  surety  for  a  heavy  amount  of 
money  for  complainant's  fiim.  Dcin^  deceived  inio  itils  liability 
by  the  fraud  of  complainant  practised  upon  him,  he  was  com- 
pelled to  become  a  member  of  complainant's  firm  in  order  to  en- 
deavor to  save  himself;  and  from  this  arose  the  present  relations 
of  the  parties.  The  bond  of  indemnity  resulted  necessarily  from 
the  original  transaction  of  the  parties,  for  it  was  given  in  further- 
ance of  the  design  of  Denson  in  entering  the  firm,  to  wit :  to  save 
himself  firom  his  liability  into  which  he  had  been  inveigled  by  the 
fraud  and  falsehood  of  complainant.  For  the  answer  shows  that 
complainant  retired  jfrom  the  firm  because  it  was  discovered  that 
he  was  pursuing  a  course  of  business  that  would  ruin  the  firm. 
Nor  can  an  innocent  party,  honestly  endeavoring,  without  profit 
to  himself,  to  extricate  himself  from  embarrassment  brought  upon 
him  by  the  fraud  and  deception  of  another  party,  be  held  liable  at 
the  instance  of  that  party  upon  an  agreement  and  arrangement 
made  for  the  protection  of  the  innocent  party,  and  which  he  had 
bona  fide  endeavored  to  carry  out?  Must  not  the  complainant 
have  been  free  from  injustice  towards  the  defendants,  before  he 
can  invoke  the  aid  of  equity  against  them?  And  do  not  the  fiicts 
set  forth  in  the  answer  convict  him  of  the  grossest  injustice  and 
fraud?    If,  therefore,  he  had  sustained  injury  at  the  hands  of  the 
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defendants,  it  had  its  first  cause  in  his  own  misconduct,  and  he 
will  not  be  heard  to  complain  of  the  results  of  his  own  fraud. 

3.  The  manifest  intention  of  the  bond  was  to  indemnify  com- 
plainant '<  from  all  loss  and  injury,  damages,  costs,  and  charges 
that  should  accrue  to  him  or  be  incurred  by  him,"  on  account  of  his 
liability  in  the  notes  mentioned,  and  that  he  should  have  his  re- 
dress against  the  defendants  only  in  the  event  of  his  sustaining 
such  loss,  damages,  &c.  Now  it  is  shown  by  the  answers  that  he 
is  entirely  insolvent,  and  it  appears  that  he  is  since  deceased,  and 
his  administrator  has  reported  his  estate  insolvent,  and  that  the 
suits  commenced  on  the  notes  as  stated  in  the  bill  have  been  dis- 
missed. He  has  sustained  no  loss,  therefore,  by  the  suits,  and  in- 
asmuch as  his  estate  has  been  reported  insolvent  to  the  probate 
court,  he  cannot  be  sued  again  under  the  provisions  of  our  statutes, 
and  can  never  sustain  loss  or  injury  by  reason  of  the  debts.  No 
other  specification  of  injury  or  damage  is  aliened  in  the  bill  except 
the  bringing  the  suits  in  Madison  county,  and  the  answers  and  re- 
ferences show  Xhax  an  these  suits  ha-rc  been  dismifiGod.  What  lofiS, 
injury  or  damage,  then,  has  he  sustained  or  can  he  sustain  ? 

The  cases  referred  to  by  complainants  counsel  will  be  found,  on 
a  careful  examination,  not  to  be  applicable  to  the  state  of  fiicts  in 
this  case.  In  the  case  of  Ranelaugh  v.  Hayes,  1  Temon,  189, 
there  was  a  covenant  to  indemnify  against  all  debts,  accounts,  cove- 
nants and  demands.  The  covenantee  being  sued  on  one  of  those 
demands  and  in  danger  of  suffering  thereby,  brought  his  bill 
against  the  covenantor,  and  recovered,  because  the  plain  terms  and 
intuit  of  the  covenant  were  broken.  In  the  case  of  Champion  v. 
Brown,  6  John.  C.  R.  398,  there  was  a  covenant  in  the  alterna- 
tive, to  "  take  up  and  cancel  a  particular  contract,"  or  to  indemnify 
tilie  covenantee  against  all  damages,  costs,  &c.  to  be  sustained  on 
account  of  certain  claims  and  covenants  resulting  from  said  con- 
tract The  covenantors  went  into  possession  of  the  land  and  thare- 
by  derived  benefit  from  the  transaction,  but  did  not  take  up  and 
cancel  the  contract  according  to  the  covenant,  and  the  covenantees 
were  liable  to  be  sued  thereon.  The  chancellor  decreed  a  specific 
performance,  to  wit,  a  cancelling  of  the  contract  as  agreed,  and  an 
assessment  of  damages  for  the  non  performance.  In  both  these 
cases  the  very  thing  covenanted  against  had  happened,  and  the 
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covenant  was  broken  in  its  plain  spirit  and  intent.    In  the  first 
case  the  primary  and  special  object  was  to  indemnify  against  de- 
mands, in  the  latter  case,  the  covenant  was  to  do  a  particular  thing, 
the  contingency  manifestly  intended  in  both  cases  had  happened, 
and  hence  the  relief  in  equity  was  granted.    But  in  the  present 
case,  the  manifest  intention  is  not  the  performance  by  the  coven-, 
antor  of  a  particular  thing,  but  an  indemnity  against  the  happenr 
ing  of  a  particular  thing,  to  wit,  the  covenantee's  sustaining  loss, 
&c.    Had  it  been  a  covenant  that  the  obligors  in  the  bond  would 
pay  the  debts  or  save  the  obligee  harmless,  &c.  the  authority  of 
Champion  v.  Brown  might  be  in  point.    Or  had  it  been  an  indem- 
nity against  any  suit  or  suits  against  the  obligee  on  the  notes,  the 
case  of  Ranelaugh  v.  Hayes,  might  be  in  point.    In  each  case,  a 
specific  thing  was  covenanted  against,  and  when  this  thing  hap- 
pened the  covenant  was  broken.    But  in  the  present  case,  the  mat- 
ter covenanted  against  is  the  sustaining  loss,  damages,  &c.  and  to 
allow  the  complainant  to  sustain  his  bill,  without  showing  such 
loss,  &^.  would  be  not  to  enforce  the  specific  performance  of  the 
contract  of  the  parties  according  to  its  true  spirit  and  intent,  but  to 
make  a.  contract  for  them  which  they  never  contemplated. 

But,  not  content  with  this,  which  is  believed  to  be  afiill  answer 
to  the  complainant's  relief  in  this  case,  we  show  affirmatively  that 
he  has  actually  sustained  no  loss  or  injury,  and  can  never  sustain 
any.  This  is  recc^ised  in  Champion  v.  Brown,  page  409;  as  a 
sufficient  answer  to  any  relief  under  the  bond  of  indenmity,  in 
equity. 

The  remedy  sought  in  this  action,  then,  amounts  to  nothing 
more  than  a  proceeding  to  compel  the  defendants  to  pay  the  debts 
to  the  creditors  of  the  firm ;  and  certainly  there  is  nothing  in  the 
bond  to  warrant  such  a  proceeding.  The  creditors  of  the  firm 
have  their  remedy  at  law,  and  from  the  present  situation  of  com- 
plainant's estate  they  can  never  exercise  it  to  his  damage,  loss  or 
injury. 

The  other  English  authorities  cited  by  complainant's  counsel  are 
fotuided  on  the  same  principles  and  susceptible  of  the  same  answer 
given  above  to  the  case  in  1  Vernon.  And  it  is  worthy  of  obser- 
vation, that  in  all  the  cases  relied  on,  there  was  some  substantial 
benefit  derived  by  the  covenantor  from  the  contract.    But  in  the 
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present  case,  no  benefit  was  derived  by  the  defendant  Denson,  ex- 
cept perhaps  some  security  for  a  heavy  liability  which  he  had  in< 
curred  by  the  bad  &ith  of  the  complainant  and  for  his  benefit. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  complainant  was  a  member  of  a  mercantile  concern,  com- 
posed of  himself  Calvin  Hansborough  and  Jesse  Denson,  and  up- 
on retiring  therefirom  took  firom  the  other  partners  a  bond  with 
soreties,  conditioned  to  save  him  harmless,  and  to  indemnify  him 
against  '^all  loss  and  injury,  damages,  costs  and  charges,"  that 
might  be  incurred  by  him  by  reason  of  his  liability  on  certain 
enumerated  outstanding  debts  against  the  firm.  He  states  that 
the  obligors  in  said  bond  have  not  kept  and  performed  the  condi- 
tion  thereof,  but  have  failed  to  pay  one  of  the  claims  which  had 
matured  against  the  firm,  and  that  a  suit  had  been  instituted 
thereon  against  him,  in  the  Madison  circuit  court,  and  charges 
ihat  they  have  made  no  preparation  to  pay  other  claims  against 
said  firm  as  they  may  become  due;  that  he  will  consequently  be 
subjected  to  suits  upon  them  also,  and  be  thus  irretrievably  ruined. 
He  prajTS  that  the  defendants  may  be  compelled  to  execute  speci- 
fically their  covenant  and  obligation  to  save  him  harmless  and  in- 
demnify him  against  his  liability  on  account  of  the  debts  of  said 
firm. 

The  answer  of  the  defendants  states,  in  substance,  that  they  are 
laboring  in  good  fiedth  to  pay  off  all  the  debts  of  the  firm;  that 
considerable  payments  have  already  been  made,  and  that  they 
have  placed  nearly  all  the  effects  of  the  late  firm,  amounting  to 
double  the  debts  due  from  them,  in  the  hands  of  a  trustee,  to  be 
applied  in  payment  and  satisfaction  of  said  debts.  The  answer 
exhibits  a  certified  record  from  the  circuit  court  of  Madison  coun- 
ty, showing  that  the  suit  at  law  against  the  complainant  has  been 
dismissed. 

The  defendants  further  insist  in  their  answer,  by  way  of  de- 
murrer, that  the  complainant  does  not  make  such  a  case,  by  his 
bill,  as  entitles  him  to  any  relief  in  this  court  Upon  this  state  of  , 
the  pleadings,  the  cause  is  submitted  for  final  hearing.  Whether 
the  complainant  is  entitled  to  any  relief  must  depend  upon  the 
construction  to  be  given  to  the  contract  which  is  set  out  in  his 
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bill.  The  liability  of  the  defendants  to  the  complainant,  in  re- 
gard to  the  debts  of  the  partnership,  arises  exclusively  out  of  that 
contract.  The  bond,  therefore,  which  created,  must  determine 
the  extent  of  their  liability.  Courts  of  equity  do  not  profess  to 
extend  or  alter  the  terms  of  a  contract,  or  to  apply  different  rules 
of  interpretation  from  those  which  obtain  at  law.  They  can  de- 
cree nothing  more  than  that  to  which  a  party  has  entitled  himself 
by  the  terms  of  his  contract.  Looking  to  the  language  of  the 
bond,  I  am  unable  to  place  any  interpretation  upon  it  which  enti- 
tles the  complainant  to  any  remedy,  either  at  law  or  in  equity, 
until  the  contingency  has  arisen  upon  which  his  right  of  action 
vras  to  accrue — until,  according  to  its  terms,  he  has  sustained 
some  injury,  incurred  some  loss,  or  suffered  some  damage,  or  been 
damnified  by  the  payment  of  costs  and  charges  resulting  from  the 
failure  of  the  defendants  to  pay  off  or  discharge  the  debts  therein 
enumerated.  The  undertaking  of  the  defendants  was  not  to  in- 
demnify the  complainant  against  prospective  or  anticipated  liabili- 
ty. He  was  already  liable,  in  solich,  with  them,  for  the  pajrment 
of  the  debts  of  the  firm;*  but  the  engagement  was  to  protect  him 
against  any  injury  or  damage  he  might  sustain  by  reason  of  that 
liability. 

A  covenant  to  indemnify  against  a  debt,  is  not  necessarily  a 
covenant  to  pay  that  debt.  The  terms  of  the  bond  do  not  require 
that  the  defendants  shall,  at  all  events,  pay  the  debts  of  the  firm, 
but  that  they  shall  guard  the  complainant  against  such  payment. 
This  may  be  done  in  other  modes  than  actucd  payment  The  de- 
fendants may  take  up  and  cancel  the  original  evidence  of  debt  by 
which  the  complainant  is  bound,  and  substitute  new  and  distinct 
liabilities;  or  they  may  interpose  some  legal  ground  of  defence  to 
a  suit  by  the  creditors  and  defeat  a  recovery.  In  both  these  in- 
stances the  condition  of  the  bond  would  be  fully  complied  with, 
and  the  complainant  have  realized  the  whole  object  of  the  con- 
tract. 

It  is  not  allied  or  even  pretended  that  the  complainant  has 
yet  sustained  any  damage  or  suffered  any  loss  on  account  of  the 
alleged  default  of  the  defendants.  On  ^e  contrary,  it  is  shown 
that  some  of  the  debts  provided  against  were  not  even  due  at  the 
time  of  filing  his  bill.  To  this  extent  the  court  is  asked  to  anti- 
V0L.1.-46 
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cipate  de&ult  in  the  defendants,  and  require  precautionary  pay* 
ment,  to  meet  a  conjectured  breach  of  their  bond,  and  thus  snb- 
ititute  a  deposits  of  money,  as  a  security  to  the  complainant,  in- 
stead of  the  personal  obligati<xi  of  the  defendants,  which  is  all 
Ihey  contracted  to  give.  This  would  be  going  beyond  any  juris- 
diction which  has  been  exercised  upon  bills  of  quia  timeL  I  re- 
gard the  bond  as  a  covenant  for  the  mere  indemnity  of  the  com- 
plainant, and  not  as  an  undertaking  absolutely  for  the  paymoit  of 
the  debts  of  the  partnership. 

The  case  of  Douglass  v.  Clark,  14  John.  R.  177,  is  eT&y  way 
anal(^[ous  to  the  one  before  me.  The  court  there  sustained  a  plea 
of  nan  damnifieatus  to  an  action  on  a  bond  like  the  present,  and 
recognized  the  distinction  between  a  covenant  to  indemnify  against 
a  debt  and  an  agreemoit  to  pay  that  debt 

The  same  distinction  is  sustained  in  the  case  of  Chase  v,  Hin« 
man,  8  Wend.  R.  456,  where  the  court  say,  "there  is  no  doubt  as 
to  the  general  proposition  that,  in  order  to  recover  upon  a  mere 
bond  of  indemnity,  actual  damage  must  be  shown.  If  the  indem- 
nity be  against  the  payment  of  money,  the  plaintiff  must,  in  gen- 
eral, prove  actual  pa3nnent,  or  that  which  the  law  considers  equiv- 
alent to  actual  payment.  A  mere  l^al  liability  to  pay  is  not,  in 
such  case,  sufficient."  The  court,  in  that  case,  admit  that  if  the 
indemnity  was  against  a  liability  to  pay,  the  rule  would  be  dif 
ierent. 

The  case  of  Donely  v.  Rockfeller,  4  Cow.  R.  263,  is  an  authori- 
ty to  the  same  effect.  I  think  it  is  obvious,  in  the  case  before  me, 
tfiat  the  plaintiff  has  not  shown  such  a  case  as  would  entitle  him 
to  an  acti<m  at  law  upon  the  bond,  and  that  it  is  equally  clear  that 
he  can  have  no  relief  in  this  court  The  rule  which  requires  a 
plaintiff  to  show  a  present  subsisting  right  of  action,  is  equally 
regarded  in  equity  as  at  law.  A  court  of  equity  will  supply  a 
r^nedy  where  none  exists  at  law,  but  does  not  profess  to  create  a 
right  of  action  where  the  law  gives  none. 

The  complainant  has  no  right,  either  legal  or  equitable,  to  call 
the  defendants  to  account,  until  he  has  been  darnnified  by  their 
Mure  to  hold  him  harmless  against  the  debts  of  the  finn.  Bat 
if  there  had  been  a  breach  of  Ae  bond,  I  should  much  question 
the  power  of  this  court  to  give  the  complainant  any  relief  touch- 
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iDg  it.  It  is  a  general  rule  that  a  court  of  equity  will  not  decree 
a  specific  performance  of  a  mere  personal  covenant  sounding  in 
damages^  nor  of  a  contract  relating  to  personalty^  where  compere 
sation  may  be  had  at  law.  11  Conn.  R.  121;  6  John.  Ch.  R.  196. 
Such  contracts  will  only  be  enforced  where  the  property  has  some 
f  artificial  nature,  or  where  a  breach  of  the  personal  undertaking 

y  would  be  productive  of  irreparable  injury.    Jeremy's  Eq.  424;  1 

J  Jac.  &  W.  370. 

Several  cases  have  been  referred  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  com- 
,  plainant,  in  the  early  books  of  report,  which  go  to  sustain  the 

,  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity,  to  decree  performance  of  a  gen- 

eral covenant  of  indemnity,  tfiough  it  sound  only  in  damages. 
The  cases  of  Randolph  v.  Hayes,  1  Yemen  1S9,  and  Lee  v.  Rook, 
Mosely's  Rep.  318,  are  authorities  for  that  position.    In  the  first 
^  case,  the  Lord  Keeper  is  reported  to  have  given  as  a  reason  for 

^  his  decree,  that  the  quantum  of  damages  could  only  be  fixed  by 

an  examination  of  complex  and  intricate  accounts  relating  to  the 
revenue  of  Ireland,  which  could  not  be  made  before  a  jury  on  a 
trial  at  law.  The  want  of  an  adequate  remedy  at  law,  would 
therefore  seem  to  be  the  reason  which  influenced  the  court  in  that 
case.  I  find  no  late  case  in  the  English  books,  in  which  the  cases 
referred  to  have  been  rec<^;nized  as  authority.  On  the  contrary, 
their  authority  seems  to  be  questioned,  if  not  denied,  in  the  case 
of  Antrobus  v.  Davidson,  3  Merival  696,  where  the  court  express- 
ly refused  to  entertain  a  bill  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  bond 
of  indemnity.  The  cases  of  Ranelagh  v.  Hays,  and  Lee  v.  Rook, 
were  referred  to  in  support  of  the  bill;  but  Sir  William  Grant  said 
the  dicta  in  the  cases  cited  furnished  no  authority  for  the  demand 
made  in  that  case.  It  is  true,  that  the  case  of  Ranelagh  v.  Hays 
seems  to  be  cited  with  approbation  by  Chancellor  Kent  in  the  case 
of  Champion  et  al  v.  Brown  &  Brown,  6  John.  Ch.  Rep.  398;  but 
the  engagement  of  the  defendants  in  the  last  mentioned  case  was 
soniething  more  than  a  mere  covenant  of  indemnity.  The  case 
^wras  this:  John  Paddock,  by  written  agreement,  purchased  a  tract 
of  land  from  Champion  &  Storrs,  to  be  paid  for  in  six  annual  in- 
stalments, and  died,  leaving  the  purchase  incomplete.  His  ad- 
ministrators, finding  themselves  unable  to  make  the  paymentSf 
assigned  the  contract  of  Champion  &  Storrs  to  Brown  &,  Brown, 
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taking  from  them  a  written  agreement  to  take  up  and  cancel  the 
contract  with  Champion  &  Storrs,  or  to  indenmify  the  administra- 
tors against  it.  Here  then  was  an  agreement  relating  to  real  prop- 
erty, by  which  the  defendants  in  that  case  assumed  affinnatively 
to  pay  off  the  debt  due  from  Paddock  for  the  land.  And  this  is 
the  light  in  which  Chancellor  Kent  viewed  it,  when  he  declared 
the  good  sense  and  meaning  of  the  covenant  was,  that  the  defend- 
ants in  that  case  "intended  to  stand  in  the  place  of  Paddock,  and 
to  assume  the  payments  to  Champion  &  Storrs  with  whidi  his 
estate  stood  charged."  In  that  case  fraud  was  charged  upon  the 
defendants,  which  the  chancellor  said  was  alone  sufficient  to  give 
jurisdiction  and  sustain  the  bill. 

All  the  cases  which  were  cited  by  the  complainant's  counsel, 
which  are  supposed  to  sustain  the  complainant's  bill,  are  said  to 
proceed  upon  the  doctrine  by  which  courts  are  governed  on  bills 
quia  timet.  They  are  expressly  assimilated  to  the  right  of  a 
surety  to  come  into  equity  to  compel  his  principal  to  discharge 
him  from  his  liability.  If  their  authority  depends  upon  the  as- 
sumed analogy  to  the  law  governing  the  relation  of  principal  and 
surety,  their  application  to  the  case  before  me  may  still  be  well 
doubted.  The  relation  between  the  parties  to  a  bond  of  indemni- 
ty is  in  no  equitable  sense  analogous  to  that  of  principal  and  surety. 
The  right  of  a  surety  to  call  for  precautionary  payment,  by  lus 
principal,  does  not  arise  from  any  contract  between  them,  but  rests 
exclusively  upon  the  doctrine  and  principles  of  a  court  of  equity; 
whereas  the  rights  of  parties  to  a  bond  of  indemnity  arise  from  a 
definite,  legal  obligation,  created  by  express  contract,  having  no 
dependence  upon  abstract  principles  of  equity.  In  this  case  the 
complainant  makes  no  claim  upon  the  defendants  to  pay  the  debts 
of  the  firm,  except  through  the  bond  of  indemnity.  He  shows  no 
separate  equity  against  them;  on  the  contrary,  so  £ur  as  the  credi- 
tors of  the  partnership  are  concerned,  his  obligation  to  pay  them 
is  both  equitably  and  legally  as  great  as  that  of  the  defendants. 
To  shield  him  against  ultimate  loss  and  injury  on  account  of  that 
liability,  is  the  scope  and  purpose  of  his  bond  of  indemnity. 

Upon  an  ordinary  obligation  to  pay  money,  the  surety  has  an 
tmdoubted  right  to  compel  his  principal  to  relieve  him;  but  it  is 
otherwise  in  the  case  of  a  bond  of  indemnity,  the  l^al  effect  of 
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which  is  to  protect  against  the  consequences  of  future  de&ult,  but 
not  to  entitle  the  party  to  call  for  payment  in  advance,  by  way  of 
preventing  the  risk  of  his  being  thereafter  damnified.  See  Antro- 
bus  V.  Davidson,  3  Merival  678.  To  sustain  such  a  case  would 
be  to  destroy  the  very  nature  of  the  contract  itself.  If  a  party 
holding  a  bond  for  mere  indemnity,  may,  at  his  option,  convert  it 
into  a  present  obligation  to  pay  money,  before  the  contingency  has 
happened  against  which  it  was  given  as  security,  written  contracts 
would  be  a  useless  ceremony,  so  far  as  they  seek  to  limit  and  de- 
fine the  extent  of  the  obligation  intended  to  be  incurred.  I  do 
not  intend  to  affirm  that  a  case  could  not  arise  under  a  bond  of  in- 
demnity which  would  be  proper  for  specific  performance.  Where 
a  party  covenants  affirmativdy  to  do  a  particular  act  by  way  of 
indemnity  to  another,  although  the  covenant  may  sound  in  dama- 
ges, yet  if  a  breach  of  it  would  be  productive  of  injury,  irreparable 
at  law,  equity  should  decree  its  performance.  The  case  before  me 
is  not  one  of  that  kind.  There  is  here  no  affirmative  covenant  to 
pay  the  debts  mentioned  in  the  bond;  and  any  breach  of  the  cove- 
nant it  contains  may  be  readily  measured  and  compensated  at 
law.  It  is  sufficient  that  the  defendants'  contract  shows  no  agree- 
ment to  do  that  which  the  complainant  asks  me  to  compel  them 
to  perform. 

I  am  accordingly  of  opinion,  that  the  complainant's  bill  be 
dismissed,  but  widiout  prejudice  to  any  rights  he  may  have 
at  law. 

46* 
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Whew  the  complainanf  •  Wll  required  the  defenduiti,  who  were  executow,  to  tMwer 
whateeUteof  their  teetator  they  had  received,  and  what  had  become  of  the  Mma, 
and  the  defendanU  anawered  that  the  aMeto  which  came  to  their  hands  had  been 
exhausted  in  the  payment  of  the  debU  of  their  testotor ;  held,  that  the  answ^  wai 
evidence  against  the  complainant,  and  as  there  was  no  testimony  disproving  it,  the 
answer  must  be  taken  as  true,  and  the  bill  dismissed. 

In  administering  the  assets  ef  an  esUte,  private  property  is  to  be  first  applied  to  the 
payment  of  private  debts ;  and  where  it  constitutes  the  only  fund  out  of  which  pay- 
ment  can  be  had,  partnership  debts  are  to  be  postponed  to  private  ones. 

This  bill  was  filed  against  the  executors  of  P.  T.  Rabb  to  com- 
pel them  to  pay  the  complainants  three  promissory  notes,  two  of 
which  were  made  by  Carothers  and  Rabb,  in  the  lifetime  of  Rabb, 
and  the  other  indorsed  by  Carothers  and  Rabb  to  the  complain- 
ants. After  the  death  of  Rabb,  these  notes  were  reduced  to  judg- 
ment against  Carothers,  and  the  executions  returned  nulla  bona. 
The  bill  charges  that  the  executors  of  Rabb  had  received  assets 
sufficient  to  pay  all  the  debts  of  the  estate,  calls  on  the  executors 
to  discover  what  assets  they  have  received  and  what  disposition 
had  been  made  of  the  same;  and  concludes  with  a  prayer  that  an 
account  be  taken  of  the  amount  due  on  the  notes,  and  that  defend- 
ants be  decreed  to  pay  the  same* 

The  answer  of  the  executors  denies  that  they  have  any  assets 
in  hand,  or  had  any  when  the  bill  was  filed,  and  states  the  estate 
of  their  testator  had  been  sold  and  expended  in  the  payment  of  his 
private  debts. 

The  exhibits  to  the  bill  were,  first,  copies  of  the  three  notes  sued 
on  at  law;  second,  copies  of  the  judgment  executions  with  return 
of  ^^  nulla  bona^  at  law;  third,  a  certified  copy  of  the  inventory 
of  Rabb's  estate,  showing  assets  to  the  amount  of  two  thousand 
five  hundred  and  thirty-seven  dollars. 
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The  case  was  submitted  for  final  hearing  on  the  bill  and 
answer. 

Montgomery  and  Boyd,  for  complainants. 

DuBuisoN  and  Ton  Hoesen,  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor. 

This  case  is  submitted  on  bill  and  answers.  The  bill  requires 
the  defendants  to  answer  what  estate  of  Rabb  they  received,  and 
what  has  become  of  the  same.  This  interrogatory  renders  that 
part  of  the  answer  which  states  that  the  assets  which  came  to 
iheir  hands  have  been  exhausted  in  the  payment  of  the  debts  of 
their  testator  evidence  against  the  complainants,  and  as  there  is 
no  evidence  to  disprove  it,  it  must  be  taken  as  true.  And  as  the 
question  of  whether  they  have  or  have  not  assets  constitutes  the 
only  ground  upon  which  they  could  be  made  liable  to  complain- 
ants, there  would  seem  to  be  no  ground  left  upon  which  the  com- 
plainant can  ask  a  decree.  The  answer  omits,  it  is  true,  to  an- 
swer many  of  the  allegations  of  the  bill.  The  only  effect  of  this 
is,  to  throw  the  burden  of  proof  upon  the  complainant,  as  to  those 
facts  not  admitted  or  denied.  The  complainant  might  have  taken 
exceptions  to  the  answer.  That  the  payments  made  to  private 
creditors,  in  exclusion  of  partnership  creditors,  was  right,  seems 
to  be  settled  by  the  authorities.  In  administering  the  assets  of  an 
estate,  private  property  is  to  be  first  applied  to  the  payment  of  pri- 
vate debts,  and  where  it  constitutes  the  only  fund  out  of  which 
payment  can  be  had,  partnership  debts  are  to  be  postponed  to  pri- 
vate debts.    See  Ridgely  v.  Carey,  4  Har.  &  McHen.  167. 

The  bill  must  be  dismissed  at  the  complainants'  costs. 
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Hie  rale  at  Anobytluil  where  eereral  peiMiM  biod  tfaemeelfM  jointlj  eiid  lerenlly  by 
the  teniM  of  their  ooDtract,  and  noChing  appeen  from  the  ftoe  of  it  to  show  that  there 
eodata  the  reUtion  of  principal  and  Muet j,  all  are  to  be  regarded  aa  principala.  The 
Ibna  of  the  eontract  at  Imo  pnelodea  the  party  from  aTeiringthat  he  Mgnedaa  eure^. 
IneTHtiy,  the  true  relation  of  the  partiea  may  be  ihown,  notwithstanding  the  fan 
«f  the  contract  holds  them  all  oat  as  principals. 

K  judgment  sgainst  a  principal  and  sarety  does  not  convert  the  soiety  into  apiincipBl 
debtor,  so  as  to  strip  him  of  any  equity  he  might  snbseiioently  have  against  the  cred- 
itor, growing  oat  of  his  character  as  sarety. 

If  a  plaintiffin  an  ezecutioa  release  a  levy  of  the  sheriff  on  personal  property  of  the 
principal  defendant,  against  the  remonstrance  of  a  defendant  who  is  a  sorely  of  the 
principal  defendant,  soch  sarety  will  thereby  be  released,  and  a  sew  ezecotion  can- 
not issae  against  him  on  the  jadgment. 

Where  a  levy  was  made  on  the  land  of  the  principal  defendant  in  the  ezecation,  aiMl 
the  plaintifj^  against  the  wUl  of  a  co-defendant,  who  was  a  sarety,  released  the  kifj 
on  the  land,  and  had  a  sabeeqaent  levy  made  on  personal  property  of  the  priocqial 
defendant,  whemnpon  the  principal  defendant  ezecated  a  ferthcommg  bond,  whkh 
the  surety  refiissd  to  sign,  and  which  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  accept  without  his  «gn»- 
tnre:  held,  that  the  sarety  was  discharged,  and  that  the  plaintiff  be  perpeinally 
enjoined  from  issaing  his  exeeotion  against  said  surety. 

A  suit  iras  brought  by  Mikell  and  RobinsoUy  executors,  &c.  and 
judgment  recovered  in  Hinds  circuit  court,  against  all  the  makers 
of  the  following  note: 

"  February  19th,  183a 
"Twelve  months  after  date,  we,  or  either  of  us,  promise  to  pay 
unto  John  J.  Mikell  and  Wm.  M.  Robinson,  executors  of  A.  G. 
Moore,  deceased,  two  thousand  four  hundred  and  twenty  dollars, 
for  value  received. 

John  McEnight.     [Seal.] 
H.  T.  Bailey.  [Seal.] 

Wm.  H.  Martin.      [Seal.] 

his 
Wm.  M  Davis.         [Seal.] 
mark 


OF  CHANCERY.  649 

I 

William  DtmB  v.  John  J.  Kikell  ei  al. 

Fieri  facias  issued  accordingly,  and  was  levied  on  land  of  John 
McKnight,  in  the  year  1839.  McKnight  was  principal  and  the 
other  parties  sureties.  The  land  was  advertised  for  sale  on  a  par- 
ticular day,  and  Davis,  the  last  named  surety,  was  present  on  the 
day  of  sale,  and  urged  the  sheriff  to  sell  the  land,  and  told  him  he 
would  bid  the  amount  of  the  execution  for  the  same.  The  sher- 
^  iff,  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiffs  in  execution,  abandoned  the 

li  sale,  and  made  a  second  levy,  on  three  slaves  of  said  McKnight, 

i:  and  took  a  forthcoming  bond  of  McKnight  and  others  for  the  de- 

■  livery  of  said  slaves.    Davis  refused  to  sign  this  bond.    It  was 

"  executed  without  his  name,  and  the  plaintiffs'  attorney  made  this 

indorsement  on  it :  "The  sheriff  will  receive  this  bond  in  the  case 
'  specified  therein.    Oct  29, 1839.    Briggs,  attorney."    This  bond 

was  forfeited,  and  execution  issued  thereon  against  the  principal 
r  and  sureties  therein.    At  the  return  term  of  this  execution  the 

I  forthcoming  bond  was  quashed,  at  the  instance  of  one  of  the  sure- 

^  ties.    The  plaintiffs  then  issued  execution  on  the  original  judg- 

ment against  the  parties  thereto.  Davis  filed  his  bill  to  enjoin  the 
levy  of  this  execution  upon  his  property,  on  the  ground  that  he 
had  been  discharged  by  the  laches  of  the  plaintiff. 

FooTE  &  Hutchinson  for  complainant   (First  brief  not  filed.) 

Briggs  for  respondents. 

So  &r  as  I  can  see,  this  case  depends  on  but  two  points,  viz: 

1.  Can  complainant,  William  Davis  be  regarded  by  the  court  in 
the  light  of  a  siurety,  so  as  to  authorize  the  application  to  him  of 
those  rules  of  law  which  under  certain  circumstances  discharge 
a  surety  from  his  liability. 

2.  If  so,  has  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  Robinson  been  such, 
in  connection  with  the  claim  sued  on  in  Hinds  circuit  court,  the 
judgment,  execution,  forthcoming  bond,  &c.  as  to  exonerate  com- 
plainant from  his  liability  under  the  original  judgment,  the  execu- 
tion on  which  has  been  arrested  by  him? 

1.  By  adverting  to  the  note  sued  on,  we  shall  find  it  a  common 
promissory  note  for  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum  of  money. 
The  makers  bind  themselves  jointly  and  severally,  'Ve  or  eidier 
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of  US,"  d&c.  They  make  this  promise  also  because  of  value  le- 
ctived  by  them. 

And  again,  neither  the  word  principal  nor  the  word  surety  is  to 
be  found  in  said  note;  nor,  indeed,  is  there  a  single  word,  figure, 
oar  letter  in  the  note,  or  connected  with  the  signatures  of  the  ma- 
kers, going  to  show  that  either  regarded  himself  as  surety  of 
McEnight,  the  first  in  order  of  the  makers.  On  the  contrary, 
they  appear  before  us,  and  by  their  own  premeditated  act,  as  hay- 
ing all  of  them  received  value  from  Mikell  and  Robinson.  They 
set  out  no  suretyship,  but  all  acknowledge  themselves  fully  and 
absolutely  bound  to  pay  the  sum  of  money  in  the  note  specified. 

In  fact,  if  there  is  or  was  suretyship  in  this  case,  it  was  a  fraud 
upon  the  payees  and  upon  the  world,  or  commercial  world,  to 
omit  stating  it  on  the  face  of  the  instrument. 

The  note  given  was  n^otiable  paper  pf  the  plainest  character 
or  species,  and  while  the  makers  are  allowed  to  protect  or  fortify 
themselves  by  all  proper  l^al  means  against  oppression,  &c. 
They  are  not  the  less  bound,  when  it  is  amply  in  their  power,  as  in 
this  case,  so  to  word  the  instrument  and  so  to  conduct  themselves 
in  framing  it  and  putting  it  forth  as  a  species  of  currency,  that  an 
innocent  purchaser  may  not  be  deceived  into  acquiring  the  paper 
by  their  carelessness,  n^ligence  or  omissions. 

Courts  generally,  and  as  I  humbly  apprehend,  courts  of  equity 
especially,  devote  themselves  to  the  suppression  of  fraud  and  a 
prevention  of  its  consequences.  They  regard  the  beautiful  prin- 
ciple conveyed  in  the  admonitory  maxim,  *^sic  utere  iuo  ut  alie" 
num  non  Isedas^  as  the  very  rule,  which,  being  freely  rendered, 
expounded  and  applied  in  the  afiairs  of  life,  will  not  only  guard 
the  community  against  broils,  crimes,  nuisances,  &c.,  but  also  pre- 
vent the  innocent  from  being  defrauded  and  injured  in  their  com- 
mercial contracts,  by  the  wary  and  designing. 

Nothing  is  more  frequently  found  in  the  books  than  the  estab- 
lished principle  that  a  man  may,  by  his  own  acts,  as  well  of  omis- 
sion as  commission,  forever  deprive  himself  of  a  defence  or  legal 
protection  which  otherwise  would  have  been  perfect  for  his  neces- 
sities. 

Take  the  case  for  instance  of  "Land's  administrators  v.  La- 
coste,"  6  Howard's  Rept  page  471.    The  rights  of  defence  were 
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ruled  to  have  been  yielded  up  by  the  maker  because  of  his  assu- 
rances that  the  note  would  be  paid,  and  thus  the  innocent  purchaser 
protected.  It  is  useless  to  multiply  cases  or  references  on  this 
point 

I  cannot  be  wrong  in  asserting  that  if  either  party  to  a  contract 
having  it  fully  in  his  power,  do,  nevertheless,  determine  so  to  shape 
the  instrument  as  to  convey  but  one  idea  to  the  payee,  and  but  one 
construction  to  the  public,  (encouraged  by  the  laws  of  the  land  to 
purchase  and  deal  in  such  evidences  of  debt,)  he  is  without  remedy 
in  law  or  equity. 

Equity  endeavours  harmoniously  to  follow  the  law,  and  it  is  a 
venerable  and  sound  maxim  of  the  latter  that  ^^gikntibus  nan 
dormientibus  leges  succurruntP  And  the  rule  as  to  deeds,  &c., 
holds  equally  good  as  to  promissory  notes,  that  they  are  to  be  taken 
most  strongly  against  the  maker. 

It  is  of  no  consequence  at  all,  (as  I  humbly  apprehend,)  that 
the  property  was  really  purchased  by  McKnight  and  Bailey,  the 
first  makers  of  the  notes  sued  on  by  respondent,  (or  in  other  words,) 
that  W.  H.  Marten  and  W.  Davis,  complainant,  were  not  the  pur- 
chasers, but  merely  assisting  the  others  by  the  weight  of  their 
names. 

The  law  positively  concludes  that  all  participated  in  the  consid- 
eration which  passed  and  that  the  property  was  sold  and  credit 
given  equally,  (perhaps  vastly  more,)  upon  the  fidth  of  those  so 
called  sureties  and  their  names.  They  became  positively  bound, 
^o  contingency  provided  for,  and  such  language  used,  and  such 
only  as  makes  a  promissory  note  the  joint  and  several  note  of  four 
makers,  not  only  equally  and  fiilly  bound  by  the  law,  but  binding 
themselves  without  limit  or  restriction. 

I  do  not  admit,  however,  that  styling  themselves  "security"  or 
"suretT"  in  the  note,  could  have  caus^  any  difference;  for  it  has 
been  held  in  our  own  courts  that  adding  the  word  "  securit3r"  to 
the  name  of  a  maker  does  not  affect  or  change  his  liability.  Ste- 
vens &;  Fillet  i;.  West  6l  Hamilton,  1  How.  p.  308. 

By  our  statute,  in  seeking  to  collect  such  a  note  as  complain- 
ant helped  to  make  to  Mikell  and  Robinson,  it  is  lawful  to  proceed 
against  "  any  one  of  the  obligors  or  makers,"  &c.  That  is  to  say, 
we  might  have  sued  complainant  Davis  as  a  joint  and  several 
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maker  alone,  and  without  even  naming,  much  less  impleading  ihe 
rest  Yet  it  is  asserted  that  he  is,  in  point  of  fact,  only  a  surety, 
and  entitled  to  protection  as  such  at  the  hands  of  the  law. 
A  beautiful  and  solid  protection  that  statute  affords,  which  allows 
a  creditor  to  select  the  pretended  or  real  surety  and  wield  the 
power  of  the  law,  for  the  collection  of  money,  against  him  alone ! 
I  think  and  aver  that  this  very  provision  of  the  law  shows  that  in 
the  case  of  a  note  made  by  several,  they  are  every  where  princi- 
pals, and  that  the  relation  of  principal  and  surety  cannot  be  set 
up  at  all. 

It  has  also  been  twice  decided  by  our  highest  court  that  although 
you  may  implead  all  the  makers  of  a  joint  or  joint  and  several 
promissory  note,  yet  you  may  discontinue  as  to  some  and  take 
your  judgment  against  any  one  or  more.  In  other  words,  you 
may  discontinue  as  to  the  principal  maker  who  received  the  prop- 
erty, and  have  judgment  against  a  ^^  surety"  alone;  for  this  is 
clearly  the  result  of  the  case.  2  How.  870;  4  How.  379.  Can 
this  be  called  protecting  a  surety,  or  allowing  that  such  can  be  the 
position  and  attitude  of  any  one  maker  of  a  promissory  note  ?  To 
my  mind  it  is  an  unequivocal  denial  that  any  such  relation  exists 
or  can  be  predicated  of  joint  or  joint  and  several  makers  of  notes. 

Again.  However  the  soundness  of  the  decision  may  be  ques- 
tioned, it  has  nevertheless  been  expressly  decided,  that  a  discon- 
tinuance may  be  entered  against  the  first  indorser,  and  judgment 
be  taken  against  one  or  more  behind  him.  4  Howard  293.  Is 
this  protecting  a  surety,  or  acknowledging  the  relation  to  exist? 
Nay  more.  It  is  our  law,  that  want  of  notice  to  a  prior  indorser 
does  not  discharge  a  subsequent  indorser  who  had  notice;  and  this 
is  not  affected  by  the  consolidation  providing  for  sueing  all 
together.    4  Howard  272. 

His  honor  the  chancellor  need  not  be  reminded  that  this  consol- 
idation act  (of  1837)  as  it  is  termed,  was  designed  for  the  protec- 
tion of  those  much  more  worthy  of  being  styled  and  r^arded  as 
sureties  than  the  joint  and  several  makers  of  a  simple,  uncondi- 
tional promissory  note.  Even  they  are  not  protected  under  the 
circumstances  mentioned  in  the  case  alluded  to  above. 

In  the  U.  S.  Circuit  Court  of  Maine,  a  branch,  I  believe,  of 
Judge  Story's  jurisdiction,  it  has  been  decided,  that  where  sureties 
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ir  bind  themselves  as  principals  in  a  bond,  there  is  no  difference  as  lo 

2  their  liability  in  equity  for  the  debt  bet^veen  them  and  the  princi* 

iv  pal  debtor  for  whom  they  are  sureties.    United  States  v.  Cusb- 

^  man,  2  Sumners'  Cir.  Court  Rep.  426. 

^        *  Against  this  view  the  complainant's  counsel  seek  to  oppose  the 

2  case  of  Sprigg  v.  Bank  of  Mount  Pleasant,  reported  in  10  Peters, 

^  257 J  in  which  case  it  was  held  that  ioasmuch  as  all  the  obligors 

J  acknowledged  themselves  bound  as  principals,  they  are  bound  as 

,  such,  and  could  not  be  heard  to  set  up  a  suretyship.    All  will  ap- 

prove that  decision,  which  I  assert  confidently  will,  on  examina- 
tion, be  found  decisive  of  no  point  involved  in  this  controversy, 
and  really  to  have  been  greatly  misapprehended  and  mistaken  by 
complainant's  counsel.    I  emphatically  deny  that  the  court  ruled 
that  where  a  surety  sign  an  iostrument  without  any  designation  of 
the  character  in  which  he  is  to  be  bound,  he  is  not  precluded  from 
setting  up  a  suretyship,  as  asserted  by  counsel  of  complainant  in 
his  brief.    Indeed  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  upon  that  point, 
and  the  court  did  not  decide  upon  it.    The  powers  of  a  court  of 
equity  over  such  a  case  as  that  of  Sprigg,  for  his  relief,  were  not 
admitted  at  all,  but  merely  for  the  sake  of  argument,  as  the  lan- 
guage cited  by  complainant's  coimsel  shows  on  its  face.    Now 
with  all  deference,  I  submit  that  this  case  from  10  Peters  and  the 
language  of  the  court  are  decidedly  in  our  favor.    Sprigg,  &c., 
were  remediless  because  they  acknowledged  themselves  bound  as 
principals.    I  say  that  McKnight,  Bailey,  Martin  and  Dav^  com- 
plainants, in  making  the  note  as  it  is  firamed  and  worded,  did  not 
only  acknowledge    themselves  bound  as  principals,  but  their 
acknowledgment  was  as  full  and  real  and  palpable  as  that  made 
by  Sprigg,  6cc.  in  said  case.    As  thus,  for  illustration,  say  that  the 
note  of  McKnight,  Davis,  &c.  was  offered  as  it  stands  for  sale  or 
negociation  to  a  New  Orleans  merchant ;  he  examines  into  its  char- 
acter, and  finds  upon  its  fiice  that  all  the  makers  have  bound  them-* 
selves  absolutely  for  payment  of  the  money,  jointly  and  severally. 
He  finds,  moreover,  that  there  is  no  such  word  as  principal  or 
surety  on  the  note.    Does  not  the  law  authorize  him  to  conclude 
that  each  and  all  of  these  makers  are  enjoying  and  in  possession  of 
the  value  received,  as  admitted  on  the  note,  and  of  the  property 
purchased  by  the  note?    It  assuredly  does.    Nay,  more,  have  not 
Vol.  I.— 47 
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the  makers  themselves  authorized  him  to  come  to  that  conclusioii? 
Assuredly  they  have,  by  forbearing  to  use  such  language  as  would 
have  admonished  the  proposed  purchaser  of  the  equitable  rights 
some  of  them  possessed  as  sureties,  thereby  making  him  cautious 
and  vigilant  in  the  premises?  Assuredly  they  have.  It  is  not  the 
duty  of  the  proposed  purchaser  to  visit  Mississippi  so  as  to  inquire 
into  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  the  latent  attitude  of 
the  parties;  for  by  omitting  to  admonish  this  purchaser  of  the  pre- 
tended relation  of  the  makers  to  each  other,  they  have  expressly 
acknowledged  that  they  relied  on  deriving  benefit  firom  no  such 
matter.  Each  has  acknowledged  to  him  that  he  had  no  right  to 
expect  the  purchaser  to  protect  his  rights  as  surety,  while  he  was 
protecting  himself  in  his  attitude  of  creditor.  Otherwise  it  would 
certainly  operate  as  a  fraud. 

It  is  not  only  a  sound  legal,  but  a  high  moral  and  social  duty, 
incumbent  upon  every  man  making  contracts  in  writing,  that  he 
should  insert  all  the  particulars  of  the  understanding,  1  mean  all 
the  important  particulars.  Hundreds  of  cases  are  found  in  the 
books  to  this  effect. 

How  much  negotiable  paper  is  favored  by  our  laws  and  com- 
mercial system,  and  how  much  a  piux^aser  is  sought  to  be  pro- 
tected, if  the  law  can  possibly  protect  him,  I  need  not  urge  upon   ♦'y, 
the  court. 

I  confidently  assert,  then,  that  the  note  of  complainant,  &c.  &c. 
not  asserting  or  intimating  a  suretyship  on  its  face,  expressly  ad- 
mitted that  all  were  principals,  and  thus  the  case  in  10  Peters  '\» 
decidedly  in  our  favor. 

The  cases  of  People  v.  Jansen,  7  J.  R.  337;  Paine  v.  Packard  & 
Munson,  13  Ibid,  174;  King  v,  Baldwin,  17  Ibid,  384;  and  Re& 
V.  Barrington,  2  Yesey  652, 1  shall  not  dwell  upon;  because  they 
are  cited  merely  to  fortify  cases  by  no  means  such  as  this  be- 
fore us. 

I  might  insist,  also,  with  at  least  plausibility,  that  any  pre-exist- 
ing rights  of  complainant,  as  surety  in  the  note,  were  destroyed 
by  the  judgment  rendered  upon  it,  but  I  do  not  care  to  insist  upon 
the  point    I  feel  that  I  can  do  without  it 

The  case  of  Baird  v.  Rice,  1  Call  18,  alluded  to  and  relied  upon 
by  the  complainant's  coimsel,  merely  establishes  that,  in  case  of  a 
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levy  upon  personal  property,  tinder  a  judgment,  against  several 
persons,  by  virtue  of  ^eri  Jfiacias^  if  the  plaintiff  attends  on  the 
day  of  sale,  and  having  received  payment  of  part,  directs  a  restora- 
tion of  the  property  to  him  whose  property  it  was,  who  afterwards 
absconds,  the  other  defendants  were  free  from  the  debt.  This  is 
undoubtedly  true,  and  simply  for  the  reason,  that  a  levy  upon  a 
sufficiency  of  personal  property  is  a  quasi  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment, and  a  perfect  satis&ction  if  the  plaintiff  interferes,  by  causing 
its  re-delivery  to  the  defendant,  &c.  &c.  Under  such  circumstan- 
ces I  am  willing  to  admit,  by  reason  of  the  principle  just  stated, 
that  the  other  judgment  debtor  would  be  discharged;  not  because 
of  his  suretyship,  but  because  in  the  eye  of  the  law  the  judgment 
had  been  discharged  by  the  levy  and  plaintiff's  conduct  in  connec- 
tion with  it,  and  therefore  there  was  an  end  of  the  indebtedness  of 
all  the  defendants.  But  one  satisfaction  could  be  asked;  no  matter 
how  many  defendants  there  were,  and  that  satisfaction  had  been 
made. 

The  case  of  Bullitt's  Executor  v.  Winston,  1  Munf.  269,  also 
relied  on,  is  of  the  same  character;  and  I  do  not  feel  myself  called 
on  to  comment  upon  it. 

2.  We  now  come  to  the  second  point — the  conduct  of  the  re- 
spondent Robinson,  in  connection  with  the  proceedings  subsequent 
to  the  judgment,  &c.  &c.  It  will  be  recollected,  I  contend,  that 
even  admitting  for  the  sake  of  argument  or  otherwise,  that  the 
question  of  suretyship,  as  made  by  complainant,  can  be  gone  into, 
(and  this  I  confidently  deny,)  yet  the  complainant  is  as  far  from 
making  out  his  case,  or  establishing  a  claim  to  the  notice  of  the 
court,  as  he  was  before.  The  levy  made  on  the  land  of  McKnight, 
before  the  negroes  were  levied  on  and  forthcoming  bond  given,  is 
insisted  by  complainant  as  having  created  "a  specific  lien,"  and  a 
security  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  which  could  not  be  re- 
leased without  consent  of  the  surety,  and  of  consequence  without 
discharging  him.  Now,  in  the  first  place,  all  the  property  of 
McKnight,  land  as  well  as  negroes,  and  of  all  the  other  defend- 
ants, came  under  a  lien  as  specific  as  a  lien  upon  any  particular 
piece  of  property  after  the  rendition  of  the  judgment.  Indeed,  it 
is  obvious,  that  when,  by  the  statute  and  decisions  of  the  Court  of 
Appeals,  a  judgment  operates  as  a  lien  upon  all  the  property,  real 
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and  personal,  of  the  defendants,  it  is  a  confusion  or  abuse  of  terms 
<m  the  part  of  complainant  to  speak  of  creating  a  specific  lien  for 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment  upon  any  piece  of  property  particu- 
larly. Thus  the  land  first  levied  upon,  and  the  n^roes  secondly 
levied  upon  by  the  sheriff,  were  all,  each  and  every  of  them,  dedi- 
cated by  the  law  to  the  dischai^  of  the  judgment. 

The  sheriff's  commands  growing  out  of  the  precise  exigency  oi 
the  writ  of  fieri  facias^  issued  against  McKnight,  Bailey,  Martin, 
and  Davis,  the  complainant,  were  plain  and  forcible.  He  was 
commanded  <'of  the  goods  and  chattels,  lands  and  tenements,"  of 

the  said  defendants,  to  make  the  sum  of dollars,  the  amount  of 

the  judgment  He  was  not  limited  to  real  or  personal  property, 
but  was  doing  his  duty  provided  he  made  it  out  of  either.  It  is 
true,  that  from  the  terms  of  the  statute,  if  a  defendant  shall 
tender  personal  property  sufficient,  no  fieri  facias  diall  be  levied 
on  lands  and  tenements  of  the  defendant  in  execution;  but  this 
does  not  limit  the  operations  of  the  sheriff  under  the  fi.  fa.  until 
a  tender  of  personal  property  by  defendant.  Poindexter's  Ckxle, 
page  200,  section  20.  This  act  I  shall  have  cause  to  allude  to 
again  after  a  while.  The  sheriff  then,  in  making  his  levy  on  land, 
perpetrated  no  wrong;  but  what  was  the  effect  of  the  levy  on  this 
land? 

Does  a  levy  on  land  satisfy,  or  quasi  satisfy,  an  execution? 
Such  seems  to  be  the  view  of  complainant's  counsel ;  but  no 
authority  can  be  shown  by  him  to  that  effect 

I  admit  that  the  general  rule  is,  that  a  levy  on  a  sufficiency  (^ 
personal  property  is  considered  by  the  law  as  a  satisfaction  of  the 
execution,  at  least  for  the  time,  as  in  the  case  of  Baird  t;.  Rice, 
and  Bullett's  Executors  v.  Winston,  before  commented  upon.  In 
such  a  case,  the  personal  property  vests  in  the  sheriff  for  the 
benefit  of  the  plaintiff  in  execution.  He  takes  possession  and  gives 
possession  when  a  sale  is  had;  but  a  sheriff  neither  takes  posses- 
sion nor  gives  possession  of  land;  on  the  contrary,  he  is  expressly 
deprived  of  the  power  to  put  the  purchaser  at  his  sale  in  possession 
of  the  lands  sold,  by  our  statute. 

Hence  it  is  clear  that  the  levy  on  the  land  of  McEjiight  was  no 
satis&ction  of  the  execution,  and  its  being  levied  on  constituted 
ipso  facto  no  discharge  of  the  other  defendants  in  execution. 
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That  the  first  levy  was  on  land  is  shown  by  the  deposition  of* 
the  sheriff,  and  by  the  brief  of  complainant's  counsel. 

But  great  stress  is  laid  on  the  fact  that  McKnight,  after  levy 
upon  and  advertisement  of  his  land,  came  forward  and  tendered 
negroes  to  satisfy  the  execution,  whereupon  a  forthcoming  bond 
was  given,  &x.;  and  when  this  was  done  Sheriff  Demoss  '<  con- 
sidered the  levy  on  the  land  cancelled;"  and  thus  it  does  not  appear 
on  the  record  at  all. 

Now  if  we  advert  again  to  the  act  found  on  page  200  of  Poin- 
dexter's  Code,  section  20,  we  find  that  land  is  given  a  sort  of  fiscal 
or  feudal  superiority  over  personal  property,  and  that  the  officer  is 
not  suffered  to  levy  on  land  of  a  defendant  if  personal  property 
sufficient  is  tendered  to  him;  and  this  rule  of  conduct  was  and  is 
obligatory  upon  the  officers  of  the  court,  notwithstanding  now-a- 
days  negroes  have  become  vastly  more  valuable  than  land. 

It  is  not  denied  by  opposite  counsel  that  if  negroes  had  been 
tendered  at  the  time  of  the  levy  on  the  land  of  McEoiight,  the 
sheriff  would  have  been  compelled  to  take  the  negroes  and  preter- 
mit the  land  for  the  time,  such  is  the  stringency  of  the  statute  for 
such  cases  made  and  provided.  The  policy  of  the  law  being  evi- 
dent, can  it  be  asserted  or  shown  that  McKnight  was  absolutely 
barred  or  estopped  from  bringing  himself  within  this  policy,  and 
saving  the  habitation  of  his  family  and  the  scene  of  his  labors  at 
any  time  before  sale  by  the  officer,  merely  because  the  officer  had 
made  a  levy  on  the  land,  which  is,  as  it  were,  a  mere  "demonstra- 
tion" towards  collecting  a  debt  in  a  particular  way?  I  cannot  for 
a  moment  think  so. 

A  party  defendant  may  have  his  negroes  levied  on,  they  may  be 
taken  from  his  possession,  and  after  due  notice  of  die  pendency 
and  urgency  of  the  execution,  may  not  tender  his  forthcoming 
bond  until  ^e  day  before  the  sale  at  least,  and  as  the  forthcoming 
bond  law  is  practically  expended,  at  the  very  instant  of  sale  may 
tender  his  delivery  bond,  and  yet  a  debtor  shall  not  save  his  habi- 
tation and  his  crops,  &c.  by  giving  up  negroes  in  satisfaction  of 
the  debt,  merely  because  the  officer  says  he  has  made  a  levy  on 
land.  With  deference  to  the  court  and  opposing  counsel,  the  idea 
isi 
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*the  exigency  of  the  writ  of  fieri  facias;  and  even  if  disapproved 
of  by  complainant  Davis,  being  legal  in  itself^  his  consent  was  not 
to  be  asked*  Besides,  this  proceeding,  (if  Davis  really  was  a 
surety,)  was  palpably  for  his  benefit,  inasmuch  as  negroes  are  per- 
ishable and  removable,  and  it  is  best  that  such  property  should 
under  existing  circumstances  be  given  over  to  the  discba^e  of  an 
execution,  if  it  is  possible  to  do  so.  In  the  mean  time,  the  lien  on 
the  land  is  preserved  by  the  laws  of  the  land,  to  be  resorted  to  if 
the  negroes  &11  short. 

The  negroes  being  levied  on,  a  forthcoming  bond  was  given,  into 
which  complainant  refused  to  enter,  and  it  is  insisted  that  this 
was  making  a  '^new  contract,"  by  which  he  was  discharged.  A 
binding  contract  must  be  made  by  one  both  '^  able  and  willing  to 
contract."  It  is  of  the  essence  of  it  that  it  is  voluntary.  What 
the  statutes  permit  to  a  defendant  cannot  be  the  plaintiff's  contracL 
The  forthcoming  or  delivery  bond  was  intended,  in  the  first  place, 
to  save  to  the  defendant  in  execution  the  expenses  attaiding  the 
keeping  of  the  property  until  the  sale,  which  might  be  a  consider- 
able length  of  time;  and  also  it  was  presumed  that  the  defendant 
would  take  better  care  of  perishable  property  than  the  officer. 
Tuck.  Com.  2  vol.  It  was  not  intended,  (however  since  perverted 
in  practice,)  to  give  a  certain  delay  of  payment  to  the  debtor. 

I  presume  it  will  not  be  denied  that  a  sheriff  is  compelled  by 
the  law  to  take  a  forthcoming  bond,  if  the  signers  are  good.  By 
the  act  of  23d  Jan.  1824,  it  is  enacted  that  it  shall  be  the  duty  of 
the  sheriff  serving  an  execution  on  slaves  or  other  personal  prop- 
erty to  take  such  a  bond,  "if  the  person  whose  property  is  levied  on 
will  give  sufficient  security,"  &c.  If  then  the  levy  on  the  n^[roes 
was  valid,  the  sheriff  was  forbidden  to  refiise  to  take  a  forth- 
coming bond  of  McKnight;  and,  from  the  language  of  the  act,  it 
is  his  duty  to  receive  it,  "  if  the  person  whose  property  is  levied  on 
will  give  sufficient  security,"  and  even  though  co-defendants  are 
omitted  or  refuse  to  go  into  the  bond;  otherwise  the  statute  and  its 
reasons  of  policy  would  be  defeated.    6  How.  480. 

The  giving  the  forthcoming  bond  to  the  sheriff,  then,  being  a 
l^al  right  conferred  on  any  of  the  defendants  whose  property 
might  be  levied  upon,  thus  far  certainly  no  new  contract  was 
made  by  the  plaintifb  in  the  discharge  of  comidainant.    The  law 
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f  forces,  absolutely  forces,  the  plaintiffs  into  this  predicament.    The 

v:  forthcoming  bond-law  does  not  ask  the  plaintiffs  to  consent  or 

n  to  step  forward  and  make  this,  so  called,  ''new  contract."    Indeed 

»;  it  is  clear  to  my  mind  that  if  plaintiffs  are  allowed  to  think  and 

i  act  independently  on  such  matters,  they  will  never  voluntarily 

fi  consent  to  keep  money  from  their  pockets  by  the  delay  of  a  forth- 

I  coming  bond. 

I!  Complainant  contends  not  only  that  this  was  a  ''new  contract," 

but  that  it  was  made  without  his  consent;  that  he  was  not  a  party 
to  it,  and  "was  thrust  out  of  the  case." 

"No  state  shall  pass  any  law  impairing  the  obligation  of  con- 
tracts."   Can  the  law,  nevertheless,  force  a  plaintiff  into  a  new 
r  contract? 

I  From  what  has  been  said  and  cited,  it  is  clear  that  it  is  not  a 

"new  contract."  Secondly — if  done  without  his  consent,  still  he 
must  blame  the  law,  not  the  defendants;  and,  thirdly,  if  he  was 
"thrust  out  of  it,"  he  thrust  himself  out,  by  his  own  acknowledg- 
ment, and  his  almost  passionate  refusal  to  enter  into  the  forthcom- 
ing bond. 

By  going  into  the  bond  he  might  at  once  have  paid  the  debt 
and  been  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  creditors,  and  "succeeded 
in  his  remedy." 

But  it  is  contended  on  the  other  side  that  the  security  afford- 
ed by  the  first  levy  had  been  lost  by  the  release  of  the  land  and  a 
new  levy.  To  this  it  is  obvious  to  answer  that  there  was  no 
release  at  all,  and  the  land  continued  as  fully  subject  to  the  judgi 
ment  as  it  was  upon  its  rendition,  or  at  any  time  thereafter.  And, 
even  admitting  that  complainant  was  hardly  dealt  by,  the  sheriff 
produced  it,  and  he  must  look  to  him.  If  he  had  levied  on  per- 
sonal property  in  the  first  place,  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  debt,  com- 
plainant's discharge  might  have  been  made  out;  and  this  is  strict- 
ly consistent  with  the  principle  that  £f/rec//y  in  the  line  of  hia 
duties-,  and  in  treading  that  line,  he  is  as  much  the  agent  of 
plaintiff  as  of  the  defendant. 

I  am  informed  that  this  court  has  decided  (as  it  certainly  is  the 
law)  that  a  sheriff,  commanded  to  make  dollars,  cannot  take  paper 
money,  ox  mules,  or  horses,  in  satisfaction  of  the  execution.    He 
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is  not  treading  the  line  of  his  agency,  as  defined  by  the  law  and 
defined  by  the  exigency  of  hiB  fieri  facias. 

If  these  proceedings  were  l^;ally  taken,  either  ordered  by  the 
law  expressly  or  sanctioned  by  it,  it  was  damnum  absque  injuria , 
no  matter  what  disagreeable  consequences  resulted  from  them. 
These  difficulties  and  results  are  presumed  to  be  in  the  eye  of 
every  one  who  becomes  bound  to  pay  his  own  or  another's  debt, 
and  cannot  possibly  be  charged  either  to  the  plaintiff  or  the  law  of 
the  land. 

But  the  forthcoming  bond  was  given,  (although  not  made  by 
complainant  Davis,)  and  respondents  are,  as  expressly  stated  in 
the  answer,  no  farther  connected  with  it  than  by  their  indorse- 
ment through  their  attorney,  viz.  ''the  sheriff  will  receive  this  bond 
in  the  case  specified  therein.  Oct  29th,  1839.  Brioos,  atfy." 
This  will  probably  be  used  to  eke  out  the  assumption  that  the  in- 
tervention of  the  forthcoming  bond  was  making  a  new  contract, 
and  that  this  indorsement  was  evidence  of  the  contract  This  is 
easily  answered. 

I  hope  it  is  perfectly  plain  that,  in  the  abstract,  the  giving  a 
forthcoming  bond  is  not  making  a  new  contract  for  a  valoaUie 
consideration — see  Newell  &c.  v.  Hamer  &c.  4  How.  684;  for,  if 
so,  certainly  the  law  assumes  to  make  new  contracts  for  parties 
litigant  without  the  consent  of  one  of  them  and  for  the  benefit  of 
the  other,  most  decidedly. 

But  does  the  indorsement  aforesaid  make  a  contract,  and  a  ''new 
contract,"  out  of  that  which  is  no  contract  at  all?  If  so,  it  is  a 
potent  indorsement,  indeed. 

The  object,  scope,  tendency  and  utility  of  that  indorsement  are 
plain.  The  sheriff  says  he  was  not  convinced  of  the  propriety  of 
receiving  the  bond  without  the  name  ofDavis,  who  flatly  refiised 
to  become  a  party  to  it. 

The  bond  was  in  the  possession  of  the  sheriff,  having  been 
brought  to  him  ready  perfected;  and  he  applies  to  the  other  party 
to  know  whether  the  bond  (as  it  was)  would  be  considered  good 
as  to  the  signers.  The  plaintiffs,  by  attorney,  confiding  in  the 
solvency  of  the  signers,  and  not  wishing  to  be  hard  or  exacting, 
agree  to  the  reception  of  the  bond  as  taken  by  the  sheriff.  It  is 
nothing  more,  in  short,  than  the  expression  of  a  willingness  to 
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risk  that  bond,  the  names  being  genuine.  Nothing  more  can  be 
tortured  out  of  it. 

Assuredly  it  would  be  going  an  unconscionable  length  to  assert 
that,  in  addition  to  this,  the  plaintiff'  attorney  guaranteed  the 
genuineness  of  the  signatures  also,  in  addition  to  their  solvency. 
It  turned  out  that  Elias  Tickers  had  not  made  the  bond,  although 
Ae  sheriff  had  received  it  with  his  name  upon  it,  and  said  Tickers 
having  got  the  execution  stayed  by  supersedeas,  induced  the  court 
to  quash  the  bond,  so  far  as  he  was  concerned. 

S.  C.  Barton,  finding  the  court  in  a  quashing  humor,  also  obtain- 
ed an  order  for  his  discharge  from  it,  and  there  being  then  none 
but  two  insolvent  names,  it  was  quashed  as  to  them,  so  as  to  en- 
able plaintiffs  to  resort  to  the  original  judgment.  What  was  there 
wrong  or  illegal  in  this,  and  what  say  the  cases  as  well  as  the  phi- 
losophy of  forthcoming  bonds. 

In  the  first  place,  as  has  been  before  remarked,  the  object  in 
awarding  the  use  of  the  delivery  bond,  was  to  save  the  expense  of 
keeping  the  property  in  the  sheriff's  hands  between  the  levy  and 
sale;  secondly,  to  preserve  the  property. 

In  seeking  to  accomplish  these  objects  the  eye  of  the  law  could 
not  fail  to  see  that  it  was  reposing  considerable  confidence  in  the 
defendant  to  whom  the  property  should  be  delivered,  and  who 
might  eloign  and  remove  it.  To  coimterbalance  this  and  render 
justice  to  the  plaintiff  in  execution,  as  well  as  jfavor  to  the  defend- 
ant, security  was  required  for  the  forthcoming  of  the  property. 
In  these  days  great  delay  also  ensues  upon  the  giving  of  this  bond, 
which  is  resorted  to  merely  for  delay. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  security  of  the  bond  is  entirely  for  the 
benefit  of  the  plaintiff;  and  if  he  chooses  to  relinquish  the  security 
derived  from  it,  and  risk  resort  back  to  the  original  judgment,  I 
cannot  doubt  that  for  sufficient  reasons  he  has  a  right  to  do  so,  and 
perhaps,  without  sufficient  reasons,  of  his  own  mere  motion.  A 
defendant  cannot  quash  his  forthcoming  bond,  except  for  real  de- 
fects, if  he  can  quash'it  at  all,  which  is  doubtful  to  say  the  least  He 
cannot  readily  do  this,  because  he  is  thus  seeking  after  the  risk  of  the 
loss  of  the  debt  by  giving  him  possession  of  the  property  and  the 
delay  occasioned  by  the  resort  to  the  bond,  to  deprive  the  plain- 
tiff of  that  security  which  the  defendant  tendered  himself,  and 
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which  plaintiff  may  legard  as  furnishing  the  only  reliable  means 
of  saving  his  money.  What  is  the  consequence  should  a  plaintiff 
even  arbitrarily  set  aside  a  forthcoming  bond  given  for  his  security? 
He  obviously  loses,  with  us,  six  months  more,  for  another  bond 
may  be  given  when  his  execution  comes  out  on  his  original  judg- 
ment. Does  this  course  prejudice  the  defendant?  Certainly  not: 
he  has  derived  all  the  possible  advantages  from  the  use  of  the 
bond,  and  will  get  an  opportunity  of  giving  another  bond,  and 
gaining  more  time  by  this  course  of  the  plaintiff.  Neither  is  injured, 
and  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  dispense  with  the  protection  and 
security  devised  for  his  benefit.  He  may  also  elect  to  consider  a 
forthcoming  bond  signed  by  the  parties  alone,  without  secmities^  as 
good,  and  elect  to  stand  by  it.    3  Call,  page  13. 

I  firmly  believe  it  to  be  the  law  that  a  plaintiff  may  of  his  own 
mere  motion,  and  without  any  reason  given,  risk  the  safety  of  his 
debt  by  quashing  the  forthcoming  bond  given  by  the  defendant. 
Indeed  it  is  not  a  little  remarkable,  that  nearly  every  case  of  bond- 
quashing  found  in  the  books,  records  that  it  was  done  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  for  reasons  which  would  not  have  justified  it  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant. 

Now,  according  to  late  Mississippi  decisions,  a  forthcoming  bond 
is  forfeited,  and  is  a  judgment  on  the  day  of  delivery  of  the  pro- 
perty, and  default  made.  4  Howard,  page  347.  If  the  bond  is 
vacated,  however,  set  aside  or  annulled  at  the  next  term,  there  is 
no  such  judgment  of  course,  no  lien  created  by  it,  and  no  satisfac- 
tion of  the  original  judgment.  In  other  words,  a  forthcoming  bond 
forfeited,  even  though  defective,  is  a  bar  to  any  further  proceedings 
on  the  original  judgment  until  quashed.  Taylor  v.  Dundas,  1 
Washington,  page  92. 

''  The  old  right  does  not  close  until  the  new  is  authorized  to 
succeed  it,"  language  of  Judge  Roane  in  Lusk  v.  Ramsey,  3  Mun- 
ford,  page  454.  A  forthcoming  bond  forfeited  is  not  the  same  as 
actual  payment,  or  satisfaction  of  the  original  judgment.  Ran- 
dolph V.  Randolph,  3  Rand,  page  490.  And  if  on  action  on  a  bond 
executed  by  principal  and  surety,  judgment  go  against  the  surety 
alone,  and  he  gives  a  forthcoming  bond  which  is  forfeited,  this  will 
not  discharge  the  principal.  Same  case,  page  490.  Again,  two 
separate  suits  are  brought  against  maker  and  seciurities ;  fortlicom- 
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ing  bond  is  given  by  the  maker,  prior  in  time  to  that  given  in  the 
judgment  against  the  security.  Held,  that  the  forfeiture  of  the 
fortibcoming  bond  against  the  maker  was  not  a  satisfaction  of 
the  judgment  against  the  security.  McNutt  &c.  v,  Wilcox  & 
Feame,  3  Howard  417.  I  cite  this  case  more  particularly  to 
show  that  the  giving  of  a  forthcoming  bond  by  the  maker 
vas  not  pretended  for  a  moment  to  have  been  a  new  con- 
tract, operating  to  the  discharge  of  the  surety.  Such  a  ground 
is  not  hinted  at  for  a  moment.  I  refer  generally  to  Taylor 
r.  Dundas,  1  Wash.  92,  and  Downman  v.  Downman's  Execu- 
tor, 2  Wash.  189. 

But  it  is  not  denied  or  controverted,  that  Elias  Tickers  had  a 
right  to  release  himself  upon  plea  of  non  est  factum  to  the  bond, 
and  if  its  strength  could  be  demolished  and  annihilated  by  the 
action  of  the  court,  in  retiring  two  of  the  obligors,  and  the  only 
two  of  any  avail,  had  the  plaintiff  made  any  absolute  contract 
sustained  by  the  bond  at  all  events,  and  though  but  one  should 
remain  bound  in  connection  with  it?  The  idea  is  most  strange. 
The  plaintiff  were  therefore  authorized,  and  being  executors  and 
fiduciaries,  they  were  positively  bound  to  do  away  with  the  bond 
under  the  circumstances,  and  get  back  upon  the  strength  of  the 
original  judgment. 

What  says  our  statute?  '  'If  a  forthcoming  bond  be  at  any  time 
quashed  as  &ulty,  the  obligee  or  obligors  in  such  bond  may  have 
execution  on  his  or  their  judgment,  in  the  same  manner,  as  if 
such  forthcoming  bond  had  never  been  taken."  Poindex.  Code, 
page  204,  section  30. 

We  say,  then,  that  our  bond  having  been  useless  to  us,  and 
having  been  quashed,  we  have  the  best  authority  for  reverting 
back  to  the  original  judgment  against  McKnight,  Bailey,  Martin, 
and  Davis.  That  Davis  is  in  this  judgment  is,  and  was  his  own 
fault,  and  if  he  should  be  injured,  it  is  damnum  absque  injuria. 
The  law  cannot  indemnify  against  the  imprudence  of  giving 
promissory  notes  or  becoming  surety  for  another.  A  simple  re- 
mark or  two,  and  I  shall  conclude  this  argument. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  whole  merits  of  the  complainant's  claim 
to  the  consideration,  depend  on  the  assertion  of  a  principle,  than 
which  nothing  is  more  unfounded  in  law  or  more  unreasonable, 
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viz. :  "  that  an  ezecuticMi  is  satisfied  as  well  by  a  lien  on  land  as 
on  personal  property." 

It  is  assumed  also  that  a  forthcoming  bond  is  a  new  contract 
between  plaintiff  and  the  first  maker,  operating  to  the  dischaige 
of  the  latter,  but  I  cannot  but  regard  this  as  a  mere  make-weight. 
If  any  one  respectable  case  can  be  found  in  fiivor  of  either  of  these 
positions,  I  shall  yield,  if  not  gracefully  and  willingly,  at  least 
without  any  very  rebellious  murmurings.  The  case  in  4  How- 
ard p.  — J  is  very  full  on  this  subject. 

Concerning  the  law  tending  generally  to  the  dischaige  of  a 
surety  by  reason  of  the  conduct  of  the  principal,  opposite  counsel 
and  myself  do  not  differ  in  many  particulars.  I  therefcne  have 
not  discussed  it,  except  as  applicable  to  the  special  fiicts  of  dus 
case. 

FooTE  and  Hutchinson  in  reply. 

In  the  face  of  the  authorities  eited  by  complainant,  respondents' 
counsel  has  attempted  to  show  that  where  the  parties  to  a  note  or 
other  instrument  n^lect  to  designate  the  character  in  which  they 
are  to  be  bound,  by  the  words  principal  and  surety,  the  surety  is 
thereby  precluded  from  allegiog  that  he  was  surety  only.  He 
assumes  the  position  that  the  surety  thus  enables  the  payee  to 
assign  such  note  or  other  instrument  to  a  third  person,  who  may 
be  ignorant  of  the  fiict  that  he  is  liable  only  as  surety;  that  tiiis  is 
a  fraud  upon  the  commercial  world,  and  therefore  such  surety 
cannot  assert,  either  in  a  court  of  law  or  equity,  that  he  is  liaUe 
as  such,  or  claim  that  protection  which  the  law  extends  to  that 
class  of  debtors. 

In  support  of  this  position  by  respondent  he  cites  the  cases  of 
Land's  administrator  v.  Lacoste  et  aL^  6  Howard,  471,  and  Hamex 
V.  Johnston  et  al.^  6  Howard,  724.  What  principle  of  law  is  de- 
clared in  these  cases?  Under  our  statute,  the  maker  of  a  note 
has  a  right  to  impeach  the  consideration,  &c.  of  such  note  in  the 
hands  of  the  assignee.  But  it  was  dedued  by  the  court,  that  the 
advantage  afforded  the  maker  or  makers  of  a  note,  by  this  anti- 
commercial  enactment,  might  be  lost  or  waived  in  certain  cases. 
That  where  the  reception  of  the  note  by  the  assignee  has  been 
superinduced  by  the  assurance  of  the  maker  that  he  has  no  de- 
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fiance,  sach  maker  shall  not  be  allowed  afterwards  to  set  up  his  de- 
fence against  the  assignee. 

But  where  the  contemplated  assignee  makes  the  inquiry  of  a 
surety  to  such  note,  and  known  to  be  such,  and  who  was  ignorant 
at  the  time  of  the  facts  constituting  the  defence,  the  assurances  of 
such  surety,  it  is  declared,  shall  not  prevent  him  from  setting  up 
his  defence,  even  as  against  the  assignee.  See  Honore  v.  Dough- 
erty et  al.  4  Bibb,  280.  And  for  the  plainest  reason,  that  a  surety 
who  may,  and  often  is,  unacquainted  with  the  consideration  of  the 
note,  shall  not  thus  be  entrapped  by  a  third  person,  and  thereby 
deprived  of  any  meritorious  defence  he  may  have. 

The  position  of  the  respondent  is,  however,  overthrown  by  his 
own  admissions.  (See  his  argument.)  '^  I  do  not  admit,  however, 
that  styling  themselves  'security'  or  'surety'  in  the  note,  could 
have  caused  any  difference;  for  it  has  been  held  in  our  courts  that 
adding  the  word  '  securitj^  to  the  name  of  a  maker  does  not  affect 
or  change  his  liability."  Stevens  and  Fillet  v.  West  and  Hamil- 
ton, 1  How.  310. 

The  argument  of  respondent  is  this :  because  the  payee  of  a  note 
made  by  a  principal  and  surety  without  any  designation  of  cha- 
racter, might  assign  such  note  to  a  third  person  unacquainted  with 
the  relationship  of  the  makers;  therefore  the  surety  shall  be  con- 
sidered in  the  light  of  a  principal,  and  be  absolutely  bound  as 
such.  But  before  this  principle  can  be  deduced,  in  view  of  the 
case  of  Stevens  and  Fillet,  it  must  be  presupposed  that  in  no  pos- 
sible case  can  the  relation  of  principal  and  surety  be  set  up  at  aU. 
We  are  willing  to  concede  every  principle  decided  in  the  cases 
cited  by  respondent  in  support  of  his  first  position,  but  with  due 
deference  we  confidently  assert,  they  fail  utterly  in  sustaining  it. 

Again,  the  same  ground  is  inferred  from  the  decisions  of  the 
High  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  in  the  cases  of  Yickery  et  al  v. 
Rector,  4  How.  293,  and  Wilcox  et  al  Mitchell  et  al  4  How.  272. 
In  the  latter  case,  the  court,  in  their  construction  of  the  statute  of 
1837,  take  the  ground  simply  that  the  statute  alluded  to  does  not 
alter  the  rule,  that  when  indorsements  are  separate  and  distinct, 
want  of  notice  to  a  prior  indorser  will  not  dischaige  a  subsequent 
indorser  who  had  notice.  This  is  certainly  but  asserting  a  princi- 
ple plainly  laid  down  in  all  the  books  on  commercial  law.  Chitty 
VoL.1— 48 
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on  Bills,  528.  If  an  indorser  of  a  bill  or  note  leceive  notice  of 
its  dishonor,  he  must  immediately  take  it  up^  and  giTe  notice  to 
the  antecedent  parties  whom  he  means  to  charge;  otherwise  they 
will  not  be  holden.  Morgan  v.  Woodworth,  3  J.  Cases,  89.  The 
remedy  of  a  subsequent  indorser  is  here  clearly  pointed  out;  upon 
receiving  notice  of  dishonor  he  may  have  recourse  by  taking-  up 
the  note  or  bill  and  notifying  prior  indorsers.  See,  also,  5  Cowan, 
303.  This  is  declared  to  be  the  law,  with  regard  to  indixsers,  in 
New  York;  yet  the  relation  of  principal  and  surety,  as  between 
the  makers  of  promissory  notes,  has  been  frequently  recc^ized  to 
exist  See  Fulton  v.  Matthews  &  Wedge,  15  J.  R.  433,  and  many 
other  cases. 

Sureties,  (properly  so  called,)  and  indorsers  stand  on  different 
footing;  the  distinction  between  them  is  clearly  drawn  in  the  case 
of  Bullitt  ei  al.  v.  Thatcher  ei  al.  5  Howard,  689.  Chief  Justice 
Sharkey  says,  "  to  a  certain  extent,  and  for  certain  purposes,  an  ac- 
commodation indcffser  may  be  regarded  as  a  surety.  The  object 
of  such  an  indorsement  is  to  secure  the  debt,  but  the  undertakiDg 
or  contract,  in  a  strictly  legal  point  of  view,  is  materially  varied 
from  that  of  an  ordinary  surety.  In  the  one  case,  it  is  several 
only,  whilst  in  the  other  it  is  always  joint  or  joint  and  several 
An  indorser  undertakes  to  pay  the  debt  himself  on  condition: 
when  the  condition  is  performed  by  giving  him  notice  of  demand 
and  refusal,  his  undertaking  becomes  absolute,  it  is  not  secondary." 
^  A  mere  surety  in  a  joint  liability  may  resort  to  chancery  md 
compel  the  holder  of  the  bond  to  use  proper  diligence.  In  bob 
cases,  however,  a  new  and  binding  contract  for  delay  would  dis- 
chai^e  the  surety." 

The  rights  of  sureties,  and  the  limits  of  their  undertaking  aie 
here  asserted  in  most  emphatic  terms.  It  is  useless  to  multiplj 
cases  on  this  point  It  remains  to  be  considered  whether  in  this 
case  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  a  discbarge. 

We  have  attempted  to  show,  that  by  the  first  levy  on  the  land 
of  McKnight  an  available  security  was  obtained  for  the  pa3rmeiit 
of  the  debt;  that  by  releasing  that  and  resorting  to  other  property, 
the  complainant  was  deprived  of  the  advantage  of  that  securit]^ 
and  that  by  the  taking  of  a  forthcoming  bond,  under  the  circum- 
stances, without  the  seal,  and  consent  of  complainant,  deprived 
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him  both  of  the  right  of  subrogatiooi  and  his  remedy  in  a  court  of 
equity  by  a  bill  of  quia  timet. 

It  is  admitted  that  by  the  statute  of  1824,  all  the  property  of 
the  defendant,  whether  real  or  personal,  is  bound  by  the  judgment, 
just  as  it  was  formerly  under  the  statute  of  1822,  by  the  delivery 
of  the  execution  to  the  sheriff. 

What,  then,  is  the  effect  of  this  general  lien?  It  confers  the 
right  on  any  or  all  of  the  defendants'  property  for  the  satisfaction 
of  the  judgment,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  other  adverse  interests 
arising  subsequent  to  such  judgment,  and  if  not  lost  by  the  delay 
of  plaintiffs,  upon  making  the  levy  and  selling,  the  title  of  the 
purchaser  relates  back  to  the  time  of  the  judgment,  and  cuts  out 
intermediate  incumbrancers.  It  is  true,  that  since  the  repeal  of  the 
65th  section  of  chapter  27,  Poindexter^s  Code,  page  212,  the  sheriff 
cannot  put  the  purchaser  of  real  estate  under  execution  into  pos- 
session. He  is  turned  over  to  his  action  of  ejectment  But,  in 
nearly  all  other  particulars,  the  lands  of  judgment  debtors  are 
treat^  as  chattels.  They  may  be  tendered  to  the  sheriff  by  the 
defendant,  in  discharge  of  his  body  taken  under  a  ca.  sa.  the  same 
as  slaves  or  other  personal  property.    Rev.  Code,  199,  sec.  16. 

When  they  are  taken  by  the  sheriff  under  aji.fa.  and  remain 
in  his  hands  unsold,  he  cannot  abandon  the  levy  and  proceed 
against  other  property  of  the  defendant,  but  must  make  return 
accordingly,  and  the  lands  so  levied  must  be  sold  under  a  writ  of 
venditioni  exponas.    Rev.  Code,  200,  sec.  18. 

Would  it  not  be  absurd  to  say,  that  when  the  defendant  fiuled 
to  tender  personal  property  in  the  first  instance,  the  sheriff  is  at 
liberty  to  abandon  a  levy  made  on  land  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
judgment,  and  resort  to  personal  property,  as  in  this  case?  We 
have  shown  that  sureties  may  be  discharged  by  acts  of  the  sheriff 
alone.    3  Munf.  417. 

In  this  case  the  sheriff  resorted  to  personal  property,  on  the  day 
appointed  for  the  sale  of  the  land  first  levied,  with  the  express  ap- 
probation of  the  respondent,  under  circumstances  well  calculated 
to  awaken  him  to  the  hazard  of  the  course  pursued  by  him.  We 
do  not  insist  that  the  first  levy  was  a  satis&ction  of  the  judgment; 
but  it  entitled  the  sheriff  to  proceed  with  the  sale  for  that  object: 
and  insist,  confidently,  that  releasing  that  levy  and  taking  a  forth- 
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eoming  bond,  without  the  consent  of  complainant,  was  a  firand 
upon  him. 

If  Davis  had  been  a  co-maker  of  the  note  as  principal,  and  the 
forthcoming  bond  (taken  without  his  seal)  had  not  been  quashed, 
he  would  have  been  entirely  free  from  the  ong^inal  judgment,  how- 
ever fruitless  the  statutory  judgment  might  have  been.  Sanders 
ei  al.  V.  McDowell,  Adm'r,  4  How.  9.  No  execution  could  have 
issued  on  it.  It  could  not  have  been  reversed  for  error.  1  How. 
64;  2  Wash.  R.  183;  3  How.  34,  60. 

Without  inquiring  whether  the  circuit  court  erred  in  quashing 
the  bond,  we  contend  that,  until  it  was  quashed,  its  effect  was  the 
same  upon  the  original  judgment,  and  as  completely  suspended  all 
farther  action  on  it;  and  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  in  that  judg- 
ment as  completely  bound.  The  sheriff  was  authorized  by  the 
plaintiff  in  the  execution  (Robinson)  to  receive  the  forthcoming 
bond.  Respondent  expressly  states  in  his  answer  that  the  in- 
dorsement on  the  bond  by  his  attorney  was  made  by  his  orders. 
The  taking  of  the  forthcoming  bond  was,  then,  emj^atically  the 
creation  of  a  new  contract  between  the  creditor  and  principal 
debtor. 

The  Chancellor, 

The  complainant  files  his  bill  for  the  purpose  of  being  relieved 
against  a  judgment  at  law  in  favor  of  the  present  defendants, 
founded  upon  the  joint  promissory  note  of  one  John  McKnigfat, 
with  the  complainant  and  others.  Upon  the  face  of  the  note  the 
makers  all  appear  as  principals.  It  is  allied,  however,  by  the 
bill,  and  admitted  by  the  answer  of  the  defendant  Robinson,  (who 
is  now  the  sole  executor  of  Moore,)  that  the  complainant  was,  in 
point  of  fact,  a  mere  surety,  and  that  McKnight  was  the  principal 
debtor. 

It  appears,  fiom  the  proofi  in  the  case,  that,  after  the  judgment 
was  recovered,  an  execution  was  issued  and  levied  upon  a  quanti- 
ty of  land  belonging  to  McKnight,  which  was  r^ularly  advertised 
for  sale.  In  the  mean  while,  and  before  the  day  appointed  for  the 
sale  of  the  land,  the  sheriff  levied  the  same  execution  on  some 
personal  property  of  McKnight,  and  took  a  bond  with  sureties 
from  him,  conditioned  for  the  delivery  of  such  property,  in  the 
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manner  required  by  the  statute  on  that  subject,  and  thereupon, 
abandoned  the  levy  made  upon  the  real  estate.  The  complainant, 
being  one  of  the  defendants  in  the  Judgment,  was  required  by  the 
sheriff  to  unite  in  the  bond  so  taken,  that  it  might  conform  to  the 
execution;  but  he  expressly  refused  to  sign  it,  and  remonstrated 
against  a  dismissal  of  the  levy  on  the  land,  and  ui^ed  that  it 
should  be  sold  according  to  the  advertisement,  saying  that  he 
would  make  it  bring  the  amount  of  the  judgment  and  costs. 

The  defendant  admits  that  he  agreed  to  receive  the.  bond  as  it 
was  mada  This  bond  was  afkerwards  quashed,  on  motion  of  the 
obligors,  in  the  circuit  court,  and  the  plaintiffs  at  law  (who  are 
defendants  in  this  court)  have  resorted  back  to  their  original  judg- 
ment, and  are  attempting  to  enforce  its  coUecticMi  by  execution 
against  the  complainant. 

It  is  admitted  that  McKnight  and  the  other  parties  to  the  judg- 
ment have  in  the  mean  time  become  entirely  insolvent  Whether 
these  fieu^ts  entitle  the  complainant  to  any  relief,  in  his  character  of 
surety,  is  the  question  to  be  examined.  There  is,  however,  a  pre- 
liminary question  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  which 
must  be  disposed  of  before  I  proceed  to  notice  the  case  on  its 
merits. 

It  is  contended,  as  the  complainant  appears  from  the  ftce  of  the 
note  to  be  a  joint  maker,  without  any  designation  of  the  character 
in  which  he  signed  it,  that  he  is  to  be  r^;arded  as  a  principal,  and 
is  estopped  by  the  form  of  his  contract  from  averring  the  contrary. 
The  rule  at  law  in  England  seems  to  be  this:  where  several  per- 
sons bind  themselves  jointly  and  severally  by  the  terms  of  their 
contract,  and  nothing  appears  from  the  face  of  it  to  show  that  there 
'  exists  the  relation  of  principal  and  surety,  all  aretober^[arded  as 
principals.  In  such  case  it  is  said  that  the  form  of  the  contract 
precludes  a  party  from  averring  at  law  that  he  signed  as  surety. 
Bees  V.  Barrington,  2  Yes.  jun.  642;  Theobald  on  Principal  and 
Surety,  117.  But  in  a  court  of  equity,  so  far  as  I  can  find,  it  has 
not  been  doubted,  either  in  England  or  in  this  country,  that  the 
true  relation  of  the  parties  may  be  shown,  notwithstanding  the 
£>rm  of  the  contract  holds  them  all  out  as  principals.  The 
authorities  referred  to  expressly  admit  this  position.  The  same 
distinction  is  recognized,  and  the  same  doctrine  admitted,  in  Ijbud 

48* 
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ease  of  Sprigg  v.  Bank  of  Mount  Pleasant,  10  Pet.  R.  267;  also  in 
the  case  of  The  People  v.  Jansen,  7  John.  R.  336. 

I  think,  then,  that  this  prelioiinary  objection  cannot  be  sustain- 
ed. Whether  the  complainant  is  not  precluded  from  the  relief 
which  he  seeks,  by  reason  of  the  judgment  against  him,  is  a 
question  of  much  graver  character. 

In  the  case  of  Bay  v.  Talmadge,  6  John.  Ch.  R.  305,  chancellor 
Kent  held,  that  after  a  judgment  against  a  surety,  he  becomes 
bound  as  a  principal  debtor;  that  it  is  then  too  late  to  inquire  into 
the  antecedent  relations  between  the  parties,  and  that  the  sui^ 
cannot  afterwards  avail  himself  of  any  want  of  diligence  on  the 
part  of  the  creditor,  in  pursuing  the  principal  debtor. 

The  case  of  Lenox  v.  Prout,  3  Wheat  520,  is  supposed  to  be  an 
authority  to  the  same  effect 

A  different  rule  has  been  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Baird  v.  Rice, 
1  Call.  18,  and  of  Bullitt's  Executors  v.  Winstons,  1  Munf  269. 
These  cases  show  that  a  surety  will  be  relieved  ajier  judgment, 
upon  the  same  principles  which  would  entitle  him  to  relief  before 
judgment. 

The  case  of  Sneed's  Executor  t^.  White,  3  J.  J.  Marshall,  627, 
sustains  the  same  doctrine. 

I  am  relieved  from  deciding  between  these  conflicting  authori- 
ties by  a  decision  of  our  own  supreme  court  upon  the  point  in 
question.  Newell  &  Pierce  t;.  Hamer  et  al.  4  How.  Rep.  684.  I 
understand  the  doctrine  of  that  case  to  be,  that  a  judgment 
against  a  principal  and  surety  does  not  conv^  the  surety  into  a 
principal  debtor,  so  as  to  strip  him  of  any  equity  he  might  subse- 
quently have  against  the  creditor,  growing  out  of  his  character  as 
surety.  I  not  only  yield  to  that  decision  as  a  binding  authority, 
but  humbly  conceive  that  it  is  fully  sustained  by  the  soundest 
principles.  I  perceive  no  solid  reason  for  dispensing  with  the 
same  measure  of  good  faith,  on  the  part  of  the  creditor  towaids  a 
surety,  after  judgment,  which  he  is  required  to  observe  b^on 
judgment.  The  whole  doctrine  of  equity,  in  extending  relief  to 
sureties,  rests  upon  the  moral  and  equitable  obligation  of  the  cred- 
itor to  obtain  payment  from  the  principal  debtor,  or  at  least  to  do 
no  act  by  which  the  liability  of  the  surety  is  increased,  or  the 
means  of  recovering  the  debt  from  the  principal  may  be  lost    It 
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1  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  act  of  the  creditor,  in  reducing  his  debt 

to  a  judgment,  can  absolve  him  from  any  pre-existing  duty  which 
I  he  owed  to  the  surety,  or  take  away  the  right  of  the  surety  to 

i  avail  himself  of  any  subsequent  act  of  the  creditor,  by  which  the 

1  pajrment  of  the  debt  is  attempted  to  be  unjustly  and  exclusively 

thrown  upon  him,  without  the  hope  of  remuneration, 
t  Having  thus  shown  that  the  complainant  is  not  estopped,  by 

I  his  attitude  in  this  case,  from  seeking  relief,  it  remains  to  be  seen 

f  whether  he  is  entitled  to  the  relief  which  he  asks.    This  must 

depend  upon  the  effect  of  the  levy  made  upon  the  land,  and  the 
subsequent  abandonment  thereof,  and  upon  the  privity  and  con- 
nection of  the  defendant  with  that  proc^ure. 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  upon  principle,  that  if  the  first  levy  had 
been  made  upon  sufficient  personal  property  of  McEnight  to  sat- 
isfy the  execution,  it  would  have  effectually  discharged  the  com- 
plainant, notwithstanding  any  subsequent  release  of  the  property 
80  seized.  This  consequence  would  have  followed  from  the  fact 
that  the  judgment  was  a  joint  one  against  the  principal  debtor  and 
surety.  3  Seig.  and  Rawle,  465;  2  Dallas,  373.  Although  a  levy 
may  be  released  by  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff  and  principal  de- 
fendant, and  a  new  levy  made  as  to  such  defendant,  yet  I  appre- 
hend that  where  such  release  is  made  not  only  without  the  consent 
of  the  surety  in  the  case,  but  in  the  face  of  his  declared  remon- 
strance against  it,  he  would  be  thereby  discharged.  This  question 
was  directly  decided  in  the  case  of  Baird  v.  Rice,  1  Call's  Rep.  18. 
In  that  case  the  property  of  the  principal  debtor  was  seized  und^ 
a  writ  of  ^eri  facias,  and  afterwards  restored  to  the  d^endant,  by 
order  of  the  plaintiff  without  the  consent  of  the  defendant's  surety, 
and  it  was  held  that  the  surety  was  thereby  discharged,  and  that 
a  new  execution  could  not  properly  issue  against  him  on  the  judg- 
ment. The  difficulty  in  the  case  before  me  consists  in  the  levy 
having  been  made  on  land,  in  the  first  place,  instead  of  personalty, 
and  it  is  urged  that  this  difference  places  it  without  the  rule  just 
Teferred  to.  I  find  it  laid  down  in  the  English  books  that  after  an 
elegit  has  been  extended  on  the  land  of  the  defendant,  no  other 
execution  can  issue  against  his  personal  property  unless  the  elegit 
18  quashed  or  otherwise  proves  ineffective.  Cro.  Jac.  338;  Bac. 
Abr.  tit  Execution  D;  1  Archbold's  Prac.  273.    Hence  I  conclude, 
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that  althoQgfa  a  levy  on  land  does  not  discharj^  the  defendant,  be- 
eaose  it  does  not  of  itself  divest  his  title  thereto,  yet  while  it  is 
pending  and  undisposed  of  it  must  be  regarded  as  a  qucLsi  satis&c- 
tion  to  the  extent  of  preventing  a  new  execution  or  a  further  levy 
upon  personal  property,  provided  the  land  is  sufficient  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debt    Hopkins  v.  Chambers,  7  Monroe's  Rep.  262. 

In  the  case  of  McGehe  v.  Handley  et  al  6  How.  Rep.  625,  the 
High  Court  of  Errors  held,  that  after  an  execution  had  been  lev- 
ied on  land  and  the  sale  postponed,  according  to  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  of  1840,  the  levy  still  continued  in  force,  being  moely 
suspended  by  operation  of  law,  and  that  pending  that  levy  no  new 
execution  could  be  issued  widi  a  view  to  a  levy  on  other  property. 
Chief  Justice  Sharicey,  alluding  to  the  first  levy  made  on  the  land 
by  the  sheriff,  says,  ''having  enough  in  his  hands,  it  would  be  un- 
just and  oppressive  to  authorize  him  to  take  more,  and  a  levy  is 
presumed  to  be  a  sufficient  one.  A  first  sufficient  levy  must  be 
disposed  of  before  a  second  can  be  made.''  The  present  is  a  much 
stronger  case.  Here  the  sheriff,  after  a  levy  upon  land  sufficient 
lo  satisfy  it,  without  any  return  of  the  execution,  and  while  the 
levy  on  the  land  was  still  pending,  made  a  further  levy  upon  per- 
sonal property,  and  then  proceeded  exclusively  against  such  per- 
sonalty, abandoning  entirely  the  levy  upon  the  land  of  the  princi- 
pal debtor.  That  the  conduct  of  the  sheriff  in  this  particular, 
was  approved  by  the  defendant  Robinson,  is  sufficiently  evident 
from  his  answer.  He  admits  that  he  interposed  no  objection,  and 
strongly  intimates  his  approval  of  the  sheriff's  action  in  the  mat- 
ter, but  at  the  same  time  interposes  the  guarded  and  cautious 
denial  that  these  steps  were  taken  ''at  his  instance."  If  it  be  trae 
that  after  the  levy  upon  the  land  no  new  execution  could  issue,  it 
must  be  because  such  levy  had  the  effect  of  pledging  the  land  for 
the  payment  of  the  debt. 

That  the  abandonment  of  the  levy  on  the  land  and  making  a 
levy  on  the  personal  estate  of  the  debtor  amounted  to  a  waiver  of 
the  lien  created  by  the  judgment,  is,  I  think,  perfectly  clear  upon 
both  principle  and  authority.  A  purchaser  of  the  land,  after  die 
levy  on  it  was  released  and  a  new  levy  made  on  the  personal  pro* 
perty  of  McEnight,  would  certainly  have  held  it  dischai^ed  f^ 
the  judgment  lien  of  the  i^aintiff  at  law.    13  John.  R.  633.    And 
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it  would  follow  as  a  l^fal  consequence  that  if  the  lien  or  pledge 
thus  acquired,  was  lost  by  the  n^lect  of  the  creditor,  the  surety 
should  be  discharged.  If  a  creditor  discharges  a  lien  which  he 
has  obtained  upon  the  property  of  his  principal  debtor,  acquired 
either  by  virtue  of  a  judgment  or  the  levy  of  an  execution,  I  am 
unable  to  perceive  any  reason  why  the  same  consequences  should 
not  follow  as  to  a  surety,  which  would  attend  the  discharge  of  a 
lien  acquired  by  contract 

In  the  case  of  Sneed's  Executor  v.  White,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  527,  it 
was  held  that  a  stay  of  execution  by  a  creditor  after  a  levy  made 
on  the  property  of  the  principal  debtor,  by  which  the  lien  on  the 
property  was  lost  would  exonerate  the  surety,  unless  his  assent  to 
such  stay  was  first  obtained.  It  is  well  settled  that  where  a  credi- 
tor releases  any  security  which  he  holds,  for  the  payment  of  his 
debt,  the  surety  is  thereby  discharged,  to  the  extent  at  least,  of  the 
value  of  the  thing  released.  Hays  v.  Ward,  4  John.  Ch.  129.  In 
the  case  of  Lechtenthaler  v.  Thompson,  13  Serg.  &  Rawle,  157, 
the  doctrine  was  carried  still  farther.  The  court  held  that  where 
a  creditor  has  the  means  of  satisfaction,  actually  or  potentially  in 
his  hands,  and  does  not  choose  to  retain  them,  tlie  surety  is  dis- 
charged. So  in  the  case  of  Caple  v.  Butler,  1  Cond.  Eng.  Ch.  Rep. 
643,  it  was  held  that  where  a  creditor  loses  by  his  neglect,  a  fund 
pledged  for  the  payment  of  his  debt,  he  could  not  afterwards  resort 
to  the  surety.  In  the  case  before  me,  it  is  evident  that  Robinson 
knew  of  the  levy  on  the  land,  and  tacitly  assented  to  its  abandon* 
ment,  by  accepting  of  the  forthcoming  bond  subsequently  taken. 
The  effect  of  this  procedure  was  the  loss  of  the  lien  upon  the  land; 
when  it  is  shown  by  the  proo^  that  if  the  land  had  been  sold  ac- 
cording to  the  advertisement,  the  surety  stood  ready  to  make  it 
bring  the  debt  and  thus  satisfy  the  creditor,  and  at  the  same  time 
indemnify  himself  against  loss.  While  this  state  of  things  was  in 
progress,  it  seems  that  McEnight's  property  was  placed  beyond 
the  reach  of  the  judgment,  and  he  himself  became  insolvent.  To 
hold  the  complainant  still  liable  under  such  circumstances,  would 
be  to  depart  from  all  the  rules  established  for  the  protection  of 
sureties.  I  shall  accordingly  direct  a  decree  for  the  complainant, 
perpetually  enjoining  execution  against  him,  from  the  defendant's 
judgment  at  law. 
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Briggs,  Lacoste  &  Co.  t^.  The  Planters'  Bank. 

Whan  a  proniiMOiy  note  exprewed  on  its  fiice  that  th«  tame  was  given  to  secure  the 
paichase  monsj  of  land,  and  that  the  land  was  also  bound  for  its  payment ;  held, 
that  the  ezproas  lien  created  thereby  on  the  land  was  assignable  in  equity,  and  Aat 
the  same  mifl^t  be  enforoed  against  any  snbeequent  inenmbrancer,  having  noike  of 
its  existence. 

A  party  cannot  be  divested  of  a  prior  lien,  unless  there  is  some  fraud  or  deception  in 
the  creation  of  such  lien. 

A  court  of  equity  never  compels  a  party  having  a  prior  Hen  upon  two  funds  Co  resort 
to  one  only,  in  order  that  a  junior  lien  may  be  satisfied  out  of  the  other,  onleas  it 
appears  that  the  one  which  is  not  aflfected  by  the  junior  lien  is  folly  adequate  to  the 
satisfiKtion  of  the  prior  lien,  and  that  the  remedty  for  realisbg  it  is  prompt  and 


Where  there  vrere  two  Hens  upon  the  same  land,  the  senior  Hen  being  a  judgment  at 
law,  and  the  junior  Hen  a  decree  in  equity;  ordered  by  the  chanceUor,  that  the  land 
be  sold  subject  to  the  prior  Hen. 

The  bill  states  that  complainatits  are  the  assigness  of  two  prom- 
issory notes  given  for  the  purchase  money  of  land,  and  specifying 
on  their  face  that  the  land  was  bound  for  their  payment.  Thai 
said  land  was  sold  by  one  James  R.  Creecy  to  William  B.  Creecy 
and  L.  H.  Smith.  That  prior  to  said  sale  divers  judgments  at 
law  were  recovered  against  said  James  R.  Creecy,  all  of  which 
have  been  satisfied  except  one  in  favor  of  the  Planters'  Bank. 
That  much  more  than  enough  money  has  heretofore  been  made 
by  the  sheriff  of  Yazoo  county  to  satisfy  the  judgment  in  favor  of 
said  bank;  but  that  said  sheriff  wrongfully  applied  said  money,  in 
satisfaction  of  judgments  against  said  James  B.  Creecy  recovered 
subsequent  to  the  sale  of  said  land.  That  the  Planters'  Bank  neg- 
ligently permitted  the  said  sheriff  so  to  apply  the  said  money,  to 
the  great  prejudice  of  complainants.  That  execution  issued  o& 
the  judgment  in  &vor  of  said  bank,  and  that  the  land  in  contro- 
versy was  levied  on  and  advertised  to  be  sold  by  virtue  of  said 
execution,  which  was  enjoined. 

The  bill  further  states  that  there  is  property  now  in  controverey 
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in  this  court  in  the  case  of  Bri^;s,  Lacoste  et  ah  v.  James  R. 

Creecy  et  al.^  which  has  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  receiyer,  and 

which  will,  on  the  decree  in  that  cause,  let  it  be  decided  which  way 

it  may,  be  liable  to  the  judgment  in  favor  of  said  bank.    That 

said  bank  has  two  funds  to  resort  to,  and  complainants  only  one; 

and  in  addition  thereto,  that  said  bank  having  negligently  permit- 

,  ted,  without  an  effort  to  prevent  it,  the  sheriff  to  apply  the  money 

n;  to  junior  judgments  against  said  James  R.  Creecy,  which  should 

I  have  been  applied  to  the  judgment  in  favor  of  said  bank,  said 

>  bank  cannot  now  be  permitted  to  take  firom  complainants  the  only 

fund  they  have  to  secure  their  debt;  especially  as  it  is  alleged  that 

'  said  James  R.  Creecy  was  in  failing  circumstances  at  the  time 

,  said  notes  were  assigned,  and  the  makers  utterly  insolvent,  and 

f  that  complainants  took  them  relying  upon  the  lien  created  upon 

'  the  said  land. 

The  Planters'  Bank  demurred  to  the  bill. 

S.  S.  Boyd  for  the  demurrer. 

In  this  case  the  demurrer  of  the  Planters'  Bank  is  based  on  the 
following  grounds: 

1.  That  James  R.  Creecy,  who  is  the  payee  and  assignor  of  the 
notes  in  question,  is  a  material  party  in  interest,  and  should  be 
made  a  defendant,  and  that  Buford  ought  not  to  have  been  made 
a  defendant. 

2.  That  the  assignee  of  a  promissory  note  given  for  the  sale  d[ 
land  acquires  no  right  to  the  tacit  lien  which  exists  in  favor  of  the 
vendor,  unless  the  contract  of  assignment  is  so  expressed.  Here 
the  bank  had  a  prior  lien.    3  Yerger  Rep.  34;  1  Paige  Rep.  506. 

3.  There  are  not  two  funds  out  of  which  the  bank  can  have 
satisfaction  of  her  debt  The  supposed  fund  referred  to  by  com- 
plainant is  a  mere  contingent  interest  in  a  law  suit,  and  not  a  fund 
that  can  be  resorted  to  at  once,  if  at  all. 

It  is  no  where  averred  in  the  bill  that  J.  R.  Creecy,  the  assignor 
of  the  notes,  is  insolvent,  but  merely  that  he  was  believed  to  be  in 
doubtful  or  insolvent  circumstances  when  he  assigned  the  notes. 
This  is  too  vague,  and  may  have  been  quite  different  when  the 
bill  was  filed,  and  even  at  the  present  time. 

The  negligence  of  the  Planters'  Bank  is  not  pointed  out,  nor  in 
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what  it  consisted.  The  charge  is  vague  and  indefinite,  nor  aie 
any  executions  or  judgments  shown  to  which  the  bank  permitted 
the  money  said  to  have  been  received  by  Buford  to  be  applied,  so 
that  we  have  no  opportunity  to  contest  any  fact  by  way  of  answer, 
but  merely  to  reply  by  way  of  conjecture  to  a  doubtful  and  uncer- 
tain charge.  Nor  is  it  shown  that  the  bank  had  notice  of  any 
motion  to  appropriate  the  money. 

The  lien  of  the  Planters'  Bank  by  her  judgment  is  older  than 
the  supposed  lien  of  complainants,  and  there  is  no  fact  clearly  set 
forth  which  shows  or  tends  to  show  that  the  senior  lien  has  been 
lost  or  postponed.  There  are  no  dates  given  either  of  the  Plan- 
ters' Bank  judgment  nor  of  the  other  judgment  to  which  the 
money  collected  by  the  sheriff  has  been  applied.  It  therefore  can- 
not appear  that  the  bank  has  delayed  her  judgment  improperly  or 
negligently  for  one  hour. 

The  money  said  to  have  been  collected  by  the  sheriff  is  not 
said  to  have  been  the  money  of  Creecy,  and  it  is  only  by  implica- 
tion that  it  can  be  inferred  to  be  so.  And  it  is  said  to  have  been 
paid  over  by  him  wrongfully,  which,  of  course,  releases  the  bank 
from  all  idea  of  culpability. 

Wilkinson  and  Miles,  contra. 

It  is  a  well  recognized  principle  of  law  that  the  vendor  of  real 
estate  has  a  lien  thereon  for  the  purchase  money,  provided  no 
security  was  taken.  4  Kent's  Com.  161,  et  seq.  3d  ed;  15  Yesey, 
jr.,  329  to  360;  1  Johnson's  CJhan.  Rep.  308;  10  Peters,  625— «J. 
The  principle  is  well  settled  that  the  assignee  of  a  chose  in  action 
takes  it  subject  to  all  the  equities  in  the  hands  of  the  assignor.  2 
Vernon,  691,  764;  1  P.  Wms.  469;  1  Vesey,  123;  1  Vesey,  jr.  249; 
2  Johns.  Chan.  R.  443;  9  Wend.  80.  It  cannot,  then,  be  doubted 
that  the  notes  in  the  hands  of  James  R.  Creecy  would  operate  as  a 
lien  on  the  land  in  the  hands  of  L.  H.  Smith  and  William  B 
Creecy,  or  in  the  hands  of  purchasers  from  them  with  notice. 
Upon  the  second  principle  laid  down,  it  is  contended  that  the  com- 
plainants' being  the  assignees  of  the  notes  with  notice  of  the  lien^ 
hold  them  with  the  benefit  of  all  the  equity  that  James  R.  Creecy 
might  have  made  use  of. 

It  is  further  contended,  that  the  Planters'  Bank  having  negli- 
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•I  gently  pennitted  the  sheriff  to  apply  money  to  judgments  junior 

f7  to  the  date  of  the  sale  of  said  land,  cannot  now  seek  to  wrest  prop- 

K  erty  from  complainants,  on  which  they  have  a  specific  lien.    Sudi 

m  negligence  as  is  charged  in  the  bill  would  have  pennitted  a  junior 

:2  judgment  execution  to  take  the  property;  see  the  opinion  of  Judge 

!i  Trotter,  in  the  case  of  J.  J.  Michie  v.  The  Planters'  Bank,  January 

session,  1840;  and  surely  the  same  rule  would  apply  here  with 
ti  equal  if  not  stronger  force.    It  is  further  insisted,  that  the  bank 

t  having  two  funds,  and  the  complainant  only  one  to  resort  to,  the 

s  law  will  compel  the  bank  to  resort  to  that  fimd  which  will  leave 

complainants  free  to  resort  to  the  other.    Tuck.  Com.  484,  ed.  of 
i  1831.    In  every  possible  attitude  in  which  we  can  view  the  case, 

f  it  does  appear  a  fit  one  for  equitable  interposition  in  bdialf  of  com- 

plainants; and  we  therefore  think  the  demurrer  should  be  over- 
ruled. 
A  motion  has  been  made  to  file  an  amended  bill  to  bring  James 
r  R.  Creecy,  a  formal  defendant,  before  the  court    There  can  be  no 

^  objection  to  the  motion.    Under  the  rule,  it  is  granted  of  course. 

J  The  demurrer  was  overruled,  James  R.  Creecy  made  a  party, 

and  the  case  set  for  final  hearing  on  the  bill,  answer  of  the  Plan- 
ters' Bank,  and  pro  car^fesso  of  the  other  defendants. 

Wilkinson  and  Miles,  for  complainants. 

An  abstract  is  in  the  papers  which  was  furnished  when  this 
cause  was  heretofore  submitted  on  demurrer.  I  need  only  state  in 
addition,  that  the  deed  from  James  R.  Creecy  to  L.  H.  Smith  and  W. 
B.  Creecy  expressly  reserves  a  lien  on  the  lot  for  the  payment  of 
the  two  notes  executed  for  the  purchase  money.  The  copy  of  the 
deed  filed  with  the  papers  has  been  lost;  but  its  contents  are  ad-, 
mitted  by  counsel  for  the  defendants.  The  notes  themselves,  in 
express  terms,  retain  a  lien  on  the  lot  for  their  payment 

In  support  of  several  of  the  legal  points  presented  by  the  plead- 
ings, we  refer  the  court  to  our  brief  now  in  the  papers,  prepared 
when  this  case  was  submitted  on  demurrer,  and  also  to  our  brief  in 
the  case  of  the  Planters'  Bank  v.  E.  J.  Courtenay,  now  before  the 
court 

We  respectfully  urge  that  the  lien  being  retained  on  the  face  of 
the  note,  and  expressly  reserved  in  the  deed,  takes  this  case  out  of 
Vol.  L— 49 
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the  rule  of  the  case  in  Bland's  Reports.    Graham  v.  McCampbell, 
1  Meig's  Rep.  62. 

And  upon  well  settled  principles  we  contend  that  the  bank  can- 
not subject  the  lot  in  controversy  to  their  judgment  Because  re- 
citals in  a  deed  of  land  are  evidence  against  the  party  making 
them,  or  any  person  claiming  under  him;  they  estop  parties,  and 
privies  in  blood,  in  estate  and  in  law.  See  9  Wend.  Rep.  209,  and 
authorities  there  cited. 

Now  if  L.  H.  Smith  and  W.  B.  Creecy  could  not  sell  the  lot  in 
controversy  to  a  purchaser  without  actual  notice  free  from  the  in- 
cumbrance created  by  the  recitals  in  the  deed  from  James  R. 
Creecy  to  them,  by  what  species  of  logic  can  it  be  proved  that  the 
bank  can  subject  it  to  her  judgment  7  She  certainly  does  not  oc- 
cupy a  more  fiivored  position  in  law  than  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
without  actual  notice.  If  he  would  take  the  lot  charged  with  the 
incumbrance  of  the  purchase  money,  how  can  the  bank  claim  to 
sell  it  freed  therefrom?  We  ask  for  a  decree  perpetuating  the 
injunction,  and  ordering  a  sale  of  the  lot  for  the  payment  of  the 
amount  due  complainant. 

S.  S.  BoTD  for  respondents. 

The  briefs  and  abstracts  furnished  by  both  parties  in  the  argu- 
ment of  the  demurrer  in  this  case  are  again  referred  to.  In  addi- 
tion,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  the  Planters'  Bank,  we  add  the 
following  expositions.  On  the  demurrer  the  chancellor  decided 
that  the  assignee  of  the  note  given  for  the  purchase  of  land,  could 
claim  and  enforce  the  vendor's  lien.  Since  that  decision  was  made, 
both  the  chancery  court  and  the  High  Court  of  Errors  and  Ap- 
peals have  decided  differently.  This  was  done  in  the  case  of 
Briggs,  Lacoste  &>  Co.  v.  Hill.  The  point  being  now  settled,  it 
will  of  course  govern  the  final  adjudication  in  this  case,  unless  the 
fects  vary  the  principle,  as  it  was  presented  on  the  demurrer ;  and 
we  are  clear  that  they  do  not  There  is  no  proof  whatever  of  any 
one  of  the  allegations  in  the  bill,  on  which  the  complainants  rdy 
to  raise  an  equity  in  their  fiivor,  and  the  answer  denies  them  all.  The 
allegations  as  to  laches  on  the  part  of  defendant  are  positively  de- 
nied, tlie  dday  or  stay  of  their  legal  process  to  enforce  their  judg- 
ment against  other  property  is  also  denied.    Creecy's  insolvency 
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u  is  not  admitted,  and  the  question  whether  the  bank  has  another 
fiind  to  look  to,  dependi  upon  an  uncertainty ;  nor  is  there  any 

Ki  proof  that  any  such  fund  exists. 
5!  It  has  been  suggested  that  as  the  notes  in  question,  and  the  deed 

0  show  on  their  fiice  that  they  were  given  for  the  purchase  of  land, 
a  and  a  lien  was  retained,  this  will  strengthen  the  claim  of  the  as- 
£  signee.    Such  a  fiact  certainly  goes  to  show  notice  to  all  who 

might  receive  the  notes,  but  that  does  not  alter  the  power  of  the 
j'  payee  (the  vendor,)  to  assign  a  personal  privilege,  which  accord- 

1  ing  to  all  our  decisions  is  not  assignable.  It  is  a  question  of  power 
I  and  not  of  notice.  We  trust  the  injunction  as  to  the  bank  will  be 
[  dissolved. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  complainants  are  the  assignees  of  certain  promissory  notes, 
given  by  Smith  and  Creecy  to  James  R.  Creecy,  for  the  purchase 
of  a  town  lot.  No.  9,  in  the  city  of  Yazoo.  The  notes,  together 
with  the  deed  from  J.  R.  Creecy,  retain,  in  express  terms,  a  lien 
upon  the  lot  so  sold  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money.  The 
J'lanters'  Bank  having  obtained  a  judgment  against  J.  R.  CHreecy, 
prior  to  his  sale,  subsequently  sued  out  an  execution  oi  fieri  fa- 
cias^ and  caused  the  same  to  be  levied  on  the  lot  aforesaid.  The 
complainants  filed  their  bill  to  enjoin  a  salq  under  that  judgment, 
alleging  in  substance  that  the  bank  might  have  had  satisfaction 
out  of  other  property  of  said  Creecy ;  that  property  of  his  was 
taken  and  sold  under  junior  judgments;  and  that  the  bank  neglectr 
ed  to  have  the  proceeds  of  such  sales  applied  in  satisfaction  of  its 
claim ;  that  there  is  another  fimd  in  litigation  in  this  court  belong- 
ing to  J.  R.  Creecy,  to  which  the  bank  should  be  compelled  to 
resort.  The  bill  prays  that  the  lien  retained  on  the  lot  may  be  en- 
forced in  exclusion  to  the  bank,  and  that  the  injunction  may  be 
made  perpetual. 

The  answer  denies  that  there  has  been  any  delay  on  the  part  of 
the  bank  in  enforcing  the  collection  of  its  claim,  or  that  there  has 
been  any  money  collected  on  junior  judgments  against  said  Creecy^ 
which  should  have  been  applied  to  that  of  the  bank.  It  is  admit- 
ted that  there  is  another  fund  to  which  the  bank  would  have  a 
right  to  resort,  but  that  that  fund  is  in  litigation,  and  it  is  doubtful 
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whether  it  can  ever  be  made  available.  There  is  no  testimony  in 
the  case.  The  lien  retained  on  the  lot  of  land  is  in  the  nature  of 
'  an  equitable  mortgage,  which  the  assignee  might  enforce  in  equity 
against  any  subsequent  incumbrancers  having  notice  of  its  ezis^ 
eoce.  I  can  have  no  doubt  that  it  created  such  an  interest  as  was 
assignable  in  equity.  It  is  wholly  different  in  its  nature  and  inci- 
dents from  a  vendor's  equitable  lien.  The  one  is  created  by  virtue 
of  express  contract ;  the  other  arises  by  implication,  and  is  the 
creature  of  abstract  principles  of  equity.  But  in  this  case  the  lien 
of  the  bank  is  prior  in  date  to  that  of  the  complainants,  and  look- 
ing to  the  fiicts  of  the  case  as  shown  in  the  bill  and  answer  I  can 
see  nothing  which  would  authorize  him  to  say  that  that  priority 
has  been  waived  or  abandoned. 

The  bank  does  not  appear  to  have  done  any  thing  to  prejudice 
or  defmud  the  complainants  of  their  rights.  A  party  can  not  be 
divested^of  a  prior  lien  unless  there  is  some  fraud  or  deceptioii 
in  the  transaction.  Trustees  of  Fraiser  v.  Centre,  1  McCord^ 
Ch.  Rep.  278.  There  seems  to  be  no  foundation  whatever  for  the 
claim  made  in  the  bill  to  compel  the  bank  to  resort  to  another 
fond  <han  the  lot  of  land. 

The  marshalling  of  securities  between  different  creditors  or 
incumbrancers,  proceeds  upon  the  principle  that  full  justice  may  be 
thus  done  to  all  parties  jjnthout  prejudice  to  any.  A  court  of  equity 
never  compels  a  party  having  a  prior  lien  upon  twofonds  to  resort 
to  one  only,  in  order  that  a  jtknior  lien  may  be  satisfied  out  of  the 
other,  unless  it  appears  that  the  one  which  is  not  affected  by  the 
junior  lien  is  folly  adequate  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  prior  lien, 
and  that  the  remedy  for  reaching  it  is  prompt  and  efficient  1 
Story's  Eq.  628.  The  fond  to  which  the  complainants  would 
compel  the  bank  to  resort,  is  one  depending  upon  the  contingen- 
cies of  a  law  suit,  and  which,  if  it  were  even  accessible  to  the 
bank,  is  not  shown  to  be  sufficient  for  the  satisfaction  of  its  judg- 
ment. I  think  no  case  can  be  found  where  the  holder  of  the  old- 
est lien  has  been  compdled  to  resort  to  such  remote  contingencies 
in  favor  of  a  junior  incumbrancer.  I  cannot,  then,  find  any  thing 
in  this  case  which  entitles  the  complainants  to  retain  the  injunc- 
tion heretofore  granted  against  the  Planters'  Bank,  and  this  dispo- 
ses of  the  case  so  fitf  as  that  defendant  is  concerned. 
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I  have  more  difficulty  about  the  order  I  should  make  as  to  the 
other  defendants.  The  bill  has  been  taken  for  confessed  against 
Smith  and  Creecy,  and  so  far  as  they  have  any  interest  in  the 
town  lot  the  complainants  would  seem  to  be  entitled  to  their  de- 
cree, to  enforce  the  lien  which  they  hold  upon  it,  subject  to  the 
prior  lien  of  the  bank.  If  the  lot  will  bring  more  money  than  will 
satisfy  the  judgment  of  the  bank,  the  complainants  will  have  a 
clear  right  to  apply  the  surplus  in  satisfaction  of  their  claim.  In 
the  sale  to  Smith  and  Creecy  the  lot  appears  to  have  been  esti- 
mated at  eight  thousand  dollars;  the  judgment  of  the  bank  is 
something  over  three  thousand,  which  is  subject  to  be  discharged 
in  its  own  issues;  which  are  now  only  worth  some  thirty-eight  or 
forty  cents  in  the  dollar.  This  leads  me  to  suppose  that  there 
may  be  a  surplus  arising  from  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
lot.  The  proper  mode  of  retaining  control  over  such  probable 
surplus,  with  a  view  to  its  application,  is  the  difficulty  which  pre- 
sents itself.  Ordinarily,  where  there  are  different  incumbmnces 
upon  the  same  property,  before  the  court,  the  course  is  to  direct  a 
sale,  and  have  the  money  brought  into  court  to  be  applied  accord- 
ing to  their  respective  priorities.  But  this  takes  place  where  .both 
incumbrances  are  of  a  character  which  can  only  be  enforced  in  this 
court.  Here  there  are  no  obstacles  at  law  in  the  way  of  the  bank 
to  the  enforcement  of  its  judgment.  The  t)ank  asks  nothing  at 
the  hands  of  the  court,  and  the  complainants  show  no  equity 
against  it,  to  restrain  its  action  at  law.  It  is  obvious,  then,  that  it 
would  be  most  unjust  to  hold  up  the  injunction  against  the  bank 
until  a  sale  could  be  effected  under  the  complainants*  bill,  and 
especially  as  such  sale  must,  under  the  statute,  be  made  on  a  credit 
of  not  less  than  six  months,  when  the  bank  is  entitled  to  a  sale  at 
once,  for  cash.  On  the  other  hand,  this  court  has  no  power  to 
order  the  sheriff  who  may  be  charged  with  the  collection  of  the 
judgment  of  the  bank  to  bring  any  surplus  that  may  come  into 
his  hands  into  this  court.  This  would  be  in  palpable  conflict  with 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court.  The  sheriff  must  act  in 
obedience  to  the  command  of  the  process;  which  command  is, 
that  he  return  the  money  into  that  court,  to  which  the  application 
of  it  rightly  belongs.  Turner  v.  Fendall,  1  Cranch,  133;  Jones 
t;.  Jones,  1  Bland's  Ch.  R.  461.    In  view  of  these  difficulties,  the 

49* 
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qoeotioii  reciuS|  vhat  fi>im  of  decree  will  meet  the  demands  of  the 
case.  There  are  many  cases  in  which  a  court  of  equity,  in  order 
to  dispose  of  the  whole  matter  in  controversy  between  all  the  par- 
tieS)  grants  relief  with  qualifications  and  conditions.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  proper  decree  here  will  be  to  dissolre  the  injunction 
against  the  bank,  and  to  declare  the  complainants  entitled  to  en- 
force their  lien  as  against  the  defendants,  Smith  and  Creecy,  and 
to  direct  a  sale  of  the  lot  in  controversy,  subject  to  the  prior  li^i 
of  the  bank.  Let  the  case  be  referred  to  the  clerk  to  compute  the 
amount  due  to  the  complainant,  and  report  thereon;  upcm  the 
coming  in  of  which  a  decree  may  be  drawn  in  conformity  with  the 
forgoing  views,  dismissing  the  bill  as  to  the  other  defendants^ 
against  whom  no  relief  is  prayed.  The  defendants  Smith  and 
Creecy  to  pay  costs. 
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Ross  and  Ross  v.  Duncan  et  al^  and  same  v. 
Vertner  et  al. 

If  %  tniBt  be  an  iUegil  one,  it  c«n  make  no  difierenoe  whether  it  be  tacit  or  czprenedt 
the  aame  conseqaences  mjut  follow  it  in  either  character. 

It  is  competent  for  a  slaveholder,  daring  hia  lifetime,  to  take  hia  alavea  to  Liberia  or 
•bewhere,  there  to  remain  free  from  the  condition  of  alaYery, 

The  right  to  diapoae  of  property  by  will,  la  m  broad  and  comprehenatva  aa  the  zigfal 
of  diapoaitiott  while  living. 

The  Btatate  of  this  state  regulating  the  mannmiasion  of  alavea  doea  not  prohibit 
either  in  letter  or  spirit,  a  citizen  from  directing  by  will  thai  hia  alavea  shall  bo 
lemoved  out  of  the  atate  to  Liberia,  or  elsewhere,  even  though  the  conaeqoenoea  or 
avowed  intention  may  be  emancipation.  The  right  to  emancipate  alaves  ia  nol 
taken  away;  it  is  only  qualified  when  exerdaed  within  the  borders  of  this  state. 

The  court  will  not  look  beyond  the  act  of  removing  slavea  from  this  state  to  their 
place  of  destination,  to  see  whether  by  the  laws  of  that  place  emancipation  would 
be  a  consequence  of  such  removal,  in  order  to  establish  a  fraud  upon  the  lawa  ot 
MissisRippL 

A  trust  may  be  created  which  may  be  perfectly  consistent  with  the  law,  and  yet  the 
law  may  have  pointed  out  no  mode  of  enforcement;  still  it  would  not  interpose  to 
prevent  its  enforcement,  but  would  leave  its  execution  to  the  voluntaiy  action  of  the 


A  person  may  convey  his  property  upon  what  trust  or  condition  he  pleases,  so  that  it 
be  not  against  law,  and  the  court  would  only  interfere  at  the  instance  of  the  heirs 
or  distributees  of  the  grantor  or  testator,  where  there  had  been  a  fiuluie  or  refiiaal 
to  perform  the  condition  of  the  trust 

Wliere  the  testator,  by  will,  directed  his  executors  to  send  his  slavea  to  Africa,  under 
the  direction  and  superintendence  of  the  American  Colonization  Society,  provided 
that  a  majority  of  the  whole  number  of  aaid  slaves  nhould  elect  to  go  there,  it  was 
held  to  be  a  lawful  trust 

Am  a  general  rule,  .there  must  be  an  answer  to  the  charge  of  fraud;  when,  however, 
fiaud  ia  charged  aa  a  conclusion  of  law  from  a  pajrticular  state  of  fects  set  out,  it  is 
believed  the  reason  of  the  application  of  flie  rule  fidls. 

On  the  26th  day  of  August,  1834,  Isaac  Ross  made  his  last  will 
and  testament,  to  which  he  afterwards  attached  several  codicils. 
The  said  will  and  codicils  are  in  the  words  following,  to  wit: 
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''In  the  name  of  God,  amen :  I,  Isaac  Ross,  of  the  county  of 
Jefferson,  and  state  of  Mississippi,  being  of  somid  mind  and  dis- 
posing memory,  do  make  this  my  last  will  and  testament,  hereby 
revoking  all  and  every  other  will  or  wills  by  me  heretofore  made. 

In  the  first  place  I  give  and  commend  my  soul  to  that  merciful 
Being  who  formed  it,  and  my  body  to  the  earth,  to  be  decently 
interred  at  the  discretion  of,  and  in  such  manner  and  form,  as  my 
executors,  hereinafter  to  be  named,  may  deem  fit  and  advisable. 

In  the  second  place,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  grand  daughter, 
Adelaide  Wade,  the  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars,  to  be  paid  her 
within  twelve  months  after  my  decease.  I  also  give  and  bequeath 
to  my  said  grand  daughter,  Adelaide  Wade,  my  negro  woman 
cook,  named  Grace,  and  all  her  children  living  at  the  time  of  my 
decease,  unless  the  said  negro  woman  Grace  should  elec^  of  her 
own  free  will  and  accord,  to  go  to  Africa,  as  hereinafter  provided, 
in  which  event  she  and  her  children  to  be  transported  thither, 
upon  the  same  footing  with  my  other  slaves.  I  also  will  and  de- 
sire that  my  grand  daughter,  Adelaide  Wade,  shall  take  change  oi 
and  maintain  comfortably  during  the  remainder  of  their  lives,  my 
n^ro  man  Hannibal  and  his  three  sisters,  viz :  Daphne,  Dinah 
and  Rebecca,  and  I  give  and  bequeath  to  Hannibal  the  sum  of  one 
hundred  dollars  annually  during  the  remainder  of  his  life,  and  to 
his  above  mentioned  sisters,  Daphne,  Dinah  and  Rebecca,  the  sum 
of  fifty  dollars  each,  to  be  paid  them  annually  by  my  executors, 
on  the  first  day  of  January  in  each  yean  and  it  is  my  further  will 
and  desire,  that  if  the  said  Hannibal  and  his  three  sisters,  Daphne, 
Dinah  and  Rebecca,  should  elect  to  go  to  Africa  in  preference  to 
remaining  under  the  care  of  my  granl  daughter,  Adelaide  Wade, 
they  shall  be  permitted  to  do  so,  and  shall  be  sent  upon  the  same 
footing  with  my  other  slaves,  with  this  express  understanding, 
however,  (which  is  to  be  fully  explained  to  them  by  my  execu- 
tors,) that  if  they  do  elect  to  go  to  Africa,  the  legacies  above  be- 
queathed to  them  are  to  be  null  and  void. 

In  the  third  place,  I  will  and  desire  that  my  slave  Enoch  and 
his  wife  Merrilla  and  her  children  be,  within  twelve  months  after 
my  decease,  conveyed  to  such  free  state  as  Enoch  may  elect,  free 
of  expense  to  them,  and  that  the  said  Enoch  and  his  wife  Mer- 
rilla and  her  children  be  then  and  there  legally  manumitted,  and 
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the  sum  of  fire  hundred  silver  doll^is  paid  to  him  the  said  Ekioch, 
at  the  time  of  manumitting  him.  It  is  further  my  will  and  desire 
that  if  the  said  Enoch  should  elect  to  go  to  Africa,  he  with  his 
wife  Merrilla  and  her  children,  shall  be  sent  there  upon  the  same 
footing  with  my  other  slaves,  and  that  the  above  menticmed  sum 
of  five  hundred  silver  dollars  be  paid  him  by  my  executors  at  the 
time  of  his  departure. 

In  the  fourth  place,  it  is  my  will  and  desire  that  should  a  crop 
be  planted  (or  about  to  be  planted)  at  the  time  of  my  decease, 
such  crop  shall  be  worked  out,  gathered  and  sold,  and  within  teai 
days  after  the  complete  finishing  of  the  crop^  or  if  at  the  time  of 
my  decease  the  crop  shall  have  just  been  gathered  and  completed, 
then  within  ten  days  thereafter,  all  my  slaves  of  the  ages  of  tweiir 
ty-one  years  and  upwards,  except  Grace  and  her  children,  Han- 
nibal, Daphne,  Dinah,  Rebecca,  Enoch  and  Merrilla  and  her  chil* 
dren,  be  called  together  by  my  executory  and  the  provisions  of 
this  will  then  and  there  explained  to  them,  and  the  question  put 
to  them  whether  they  will  go  to  Africa  upon  the  terms  hereinafter 
specified.    If  a  majority  of  the  whole  number  thus  called  together 
of  the  ages  of  twenty-one  years  and  upwards,  shall  elect  to  go  to 
Africa,  then  it  is  my  will  and  desire  that  all  of  those  thus  called 
together,  and  all  my  other  slaves,  excepting  always  Grace  and  her 
children,  Hannibal,  Dinah,  Daphne,  Rebecca,  Enoch,  Merrilla  and 
her  children,  shall  be  sent  to  Africa,  under  the  directions  and  su- 
perintendance  of  the  American  Colonization  Society.    And  it  is 
my  will  and  desire,  then  and  in  that  event,  that  the  entire  balance 
of  my  estate,  both  real,  penomd  and  mixed,  excepting  always 
Grace  and  her  children,  ifiomibal,   Daphne,  Dinah,  Rebecoi, 
Enoch  and  Merrilla  and  her  children,  be  exposed  to  sale  at  public 
auction,  one  month's  public  notice  being  first  given  thereof  in  the 
papers  printed  at  Port  Gibson  and  Natchez,  and  the  same  sold  on 
the  following  terms,  to  wit:  one  half  of  the  purchase  money  to  be 
paid  in  cash,  and  the  other  half  in  twelve  months  from  the  day  of 
sale,  bond  and  unexceptionable  security  to  be  required  of  the  pur- 
chasers, and  to  be  judged  of  by  my  executors.    It  is  further  my 
will  and  desire  that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  together  with  any 
money  that  may  be  on  hand  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  and  any 
that  may  be  owing  to  me,  after  deducting  the  amounts  necessary 
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for  the  payment  of  the  legacies  herein  bequeathed,  and  all  neces- 
sary expenses  that  may  be  incurred,  be  paid  over  to  the  American 
Colonization  Society,  provided  they  will  agree  to  appropriate  it  in 
the  following  manner,  to  wit:  First,  to  pay  the  expense  of  trans- 
porting my  slaves  to  Africa;  and,  secondly,  to  expend  the  remain- 
der for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  said  slaves  when  there, 
the  same  to  be  done  in  such  manner  as  the  society  in  their  discre- 
tion may  deem  most  to  the  interest  and  welfare  of  said  slaves. 

If,  however,  upon  my  slaves  being  called  together  by  my  exec- 
utors, in  manner  and  form  as  above  directed,  a  majority  of  the 
whole  number  of  the  ages  of  twenty-one  years  and  upwards,  al- 
ways excepting  Grace  and  her  children,  Hannibal,  Daphne,  Dinah, 
Rebecca,  Enoch  and  Merrilla  and  her  children,  should  refuse  to 
go  to  Africa,  then  it  is  my  will  and  desire  that  all  of  my  slaves, 
always  excepting  Grace  and  her  children,  Hannibal,  Dinah, 
Daphne,  Rebecca,  Enoch  and  Merrilla,  his  wife  and  her  childreu, 
shall  be  exposed  to  sale,  at  public  auction,  at  the  same  time,  in  the 
same  manner,  upon  the  same  terms  and  subject  to  the  same  re- 
lations with  the  remainder  of  my  estate  as  hereinbefore  provided, 
with  this  understanding,  that  they  be  sold  in  such  lots  as  my  exec- 
utors may  deem  best  calculated  to  conunand  the  highest  prices, 
and  with  this  further  and  most  express  understanding  and  provi- 
sion, that  the  families  are  not  to  be  separated. 

Then  and  in  this  event,  it  is  my  will  and  desire  that  the  pro- 
ceeds of  such  sale,  together  with  any  money  that  may  be  on 
hand' at  the  time  of  my  decease,  and^  any  that  may  be  owing  to 
me,  after  deducting  the  sums  that  may  be  required  to  pay  all  the 
legacies  herein  bequeathed,  and  all  odier  necessary  expenses,  be 
paid  over  by  the  executors  to  the  American  Colonization  Society, 
upon  the  condition  that  they  form  a  fund  of  it,  or  vest  it  in  sadi 
a  manner  as  to  bring  in  not  less  than  six  per  cent,  interest  per 
annum,  which  interest  is  to  be  applied  by  them  to  the  establidi- 
ment  and  support  of  one  single  seminary  or  institution  of  learning 
in  Liberia.  And  it  is  further  my  will  and  desire  that  said  fund 
shall  be  continued  and  kept  at  interest,  and  the  interest  appropri- 
ated as  above  for  the  benefit  of  said  seminary,  for  the  term  of 
one  hundred  years  after  my  decease,  at  the  expiration  of  which 
time  I  desire  that  all  that  remoins  may  be  given  up  to  any  gov- 
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emment.thatmay  bein  existence  at  the  time  in  Liberia,  to  be 
appropriated  by  them  in  the  same  manner  to  the  support  and 
continuance  of  the  same  institution.  But  if  at  that  time  there 
should  be  no  government  in  Liberia,  then  it  is  my  will  and  desire 
that  the  same  be  given  up  to  the  government  of  the  state  of  Mis- 
sissippi, to  be  by  them  appropriated  to  the  estalftishment  or  sup- 
port of  some  one  institution  of  learning  within  the  state,  which 
they  in  their  discretion  may  select. 

To  carry  the  above  provisions  and  bequests  into  full  and  entire 
effect,  I  do  hereby  nominate  and  constitute  Daniel  Vertner,  James 
P.  Parker,  Dr.  Elias  Ogden,  now  of  Natchez^  Isaac  Ross  Wade, 
and  John  B.  Coleman,  executors  of  this  my  last  will  and  testa- 
ment. 

In  witness  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  affixed 
my  seal,  this  26th  day  of  August,  1834. 

ISAAC  ROSS. 
Signed,  sealed  and  acknowledged  in  presence  of  us. 

Jno.  B.  Coleman, 
Peter  C.  Chambuss. 
By  way  of  codicil  to  my  last  will  and  testament,  and  in  addi- 
tion to  the  matters  and  things  therein  contained,  it  is  my  will  and 
desire. 

First.  That  forty  feet  square  of  the  land  appropriated  by  me 
for  my  family  burying  ground,  be  reserved  from  sale,  and  held 
in  trust  by  my  executors  and  their  successors  forever. 

Second.  That  whereas  I  have  left  it  optional  with  my  negro 
woman  Grace  and  her  children  to  go  to  Africa,  with  my  other 
slaves;  now  if  the  said  Grace  shall  elect  to  go  to  Africa  with  her 
children,  it  is  my  will  and  desire  that  the  sum  of  two  thousand 
dollars  be  paid  by  my  executors  to  my  granddaughter  Adelaide 
Wade,  in  addition  to  the  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars,  already  be- 
queathed to  her. 

Third.  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  grandson  Isaac  Ross  Wade, 
my  secretary  and  book  case,  and  all  my  books  of  every  kind  and 
description. 

Fourth.  It  is  my  will  and  desire  that  no  security  is  to  be  re- 
quired from  my  executors,  Daniel  Vertner,  James  P.  Parker,  Dr. 
Blias  Ogden,  Isaac  Ross  Wade,  and  John  B.  Coleman. 
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In  witness  whereof,  I  have  heieonto  set  my  hand  and  a£5xed 
my  seal,  this  17th  day  of  October,  1834. 

ISAAC  ROSS. 
Signed,  sealed  and  acknowledged  in  presence  of  us. 

Sarah  Wilson, 
^  Olivia  M.  Skinner, 

B.  C.  Cook. 

By  way  of  further  codicil  to  my  last  will  and  testament,  it  is 
my  desire,  upon  mature  reflection,  to  alter  some  of  the  provisions 
therein. 

First.  In  relation  to  that  part  of  my  will  which  provides  for 
taking  the  voice  of  my  negroes  in  relation  to  their  going  to  Afiica, 
or  remaining  here  and  being  sold;  I  now  desire  that  those  who 
wish  to  go  to  Africa  be  allowed  the  privilege  of  doing  so^  upon 
the  terms  and  conditions  heretofore  provided,  and  those  who  elect 
to  remain,  be  suffered  to  remain,  and  be  sold  as  previously  direct- 
ed, and  the  proceeds  of  their  sale  applied  under  the  provisions  of 
the  will,  for  the  benefit  of  those  who  elect  to  go  to  AMca. 

It  is  further  my  will  and  desire  that  the  privily  of  electing  to 
go  to  Africa  be  withheld  from  Tom,  William,  Joe,  Alick,  and 
Henrietta,  being  the  negroes  I  bought  from  Franklin  in  1833  and 
1834;  and  from  Jeffrey,  the  son  of  Harry;  and  that  they  be  sold 
by  my  executors,  in  manner  and  form  as  provided  in  the  previous 
part  of  my  will,  and  the  proceeds  of  their  sale  appropriated  as 
therein  directed. 

It  is  further  my  will  and  desire  that  if  Hannibal  elect  to  go  to 
Afirica,  instead  of  the  provision  heretofore  made  for  him  in  that 
event,  he  shall  be  paid,  at  the  time  he  starts,  the  sum  of  five 
hundred  silver  dollars.  And  it  is  also  my  will  and  desire  that 
if  my  man  Dunke  elects  to  go  to  Afirica,  he  shall  also  receive 
at  the  time  of  his  departure,  the  sum  of  five  hundred  silver 
dollars. 
In  witness  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  afiixed  my 

seal,  this  24th  day  of  February;  1836.  ISAAC  ROSS. 

Signed  and  sealed  in  the  presence  of  us. 
B.  C.  Cook, 
John  B.  Coleman. 
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By  way  of  further  codicil  to  this  my  last  -will  and  testament,  it 
is  my  will  and  desire  that  my  daughter,  Margaret  A.  Reed,  have 
the  uncontrolled  use  (and  occupation)  of  my  house  wherein  I 
now  reside,  with  all  the  offices  and  buildings  appertaining  to  it, 
and  all  the  land  attached  to  it  which  may  be  pecessary  for  her 
comfortable  enjoyment  of  it  as  a  dwelling,  together  with  all  the 
furniture  of  every  kind  and  description  in  or  attached  to  it,  and 
likewise  all  the  yard  and  house  servants,  for  and  during  the  term 
of  her  natural  life,  or  until  she  shall  think  proper  and  desire  to 
relinquish  the  possession  thereof. 

And  it  is  further  my  will  and  desire  that  the  sale  of  my  estate, 
as  directed  in  a  previous  portion  of  my  will,  be  postponed  until 
after  the  death  or  relinquishment  of  possession  of  my  said  daugh- 
ter Margaret  A.  Reed;  and  the  plantation  be  cultivated  under  the 
direction  of  my  executors,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  crops,  received 
by  them,  to  be  ultimately  applied  as  heretofore  directed  in  my 
will. 
In  witness  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  aflixed  my 

seal,  this  16th  day  of  March,  1835. 

ISAAC  ROSS. 

Signed  and  sealed  in  the  presence  of  us, 
Sarah  R.  Woodward, 
John  B.  Coleman, 
Walter  Wade. 

By  way  of  further  codicil  to  this  my  last  will  and  testament,  I 
do  hereby  revoke  and  declare  null  and  void  that  portion  of  my 
will  relating  to  my  man  slave  Enoch  and  his  wife  Merrilla  and 
her  children;  and  I  do  now  will  that  my  said  man  slave  Enoch 
be  absolutely  sold  by  my  executors,  without  the  privilege  of  choos- 
ing between  going  to  Liberia  and  being  sold  here,  and  the  legacy 
bequeathed  to  him  in  the  previous  part  of  my  will  is  entirely 
revoked.  I  do  likewise  will  that  Merrilla  and  her  children  be  put 
upon  ttie  same  footing  with  my  other  negroes,  and  allowed  a 
choice  between  going  to  Liberia  or  remaining  here  and  being 
sold,  as  directed  in  the  previous  portions  of  my  will. 
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In  witness  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  affixed  my 
seal,  this  17th  day  of  June,  1836. 

ISAAC  ROSS. 
Signed  and  sealed  in  the  presence  of  us, 
John  B.  Coleman, 
Isaac  R.  Wade. 

Jefferson  county  and  state  of  Mississippi: 

We,  the  undersigned,  do  hereby  certify  that  during  the  last  ill- 
ness of  captain  Isaac  Ross,  at  his  dwelling  house  in  said  county, 
on  or  about  the  16th  day  of  January,  1836,  being,  as  well  as  we 
recollect,  about  three  or  four  days  previous  to  his  death,  he  called 
us  to  his  couch  and  stated  to  us  that  it  was  his  will  and  desire 
that  in  the  event  of  his  man  slave  Enoch  serving  Mrs.  Maigaret 
A.  Reed  faithfully  and  well  during  her  life,  then  that  portion  of  the 
codicil  to  his,  the  said  Isaac  Ross's,  last  will  and  testament,  which 
deprived  Enoch  of  the  privileges  and  legacies  conferred  upon  him 
in  the  main  body  of  the  will,  should  be  considered  null  and  void, 
and  the  said  Enoch,  at  the  time  of  the  ultimate  distribution  of  the 
property,  placed  in  exactly  the  same  situation  as  if  said  codicil 
had  never  been  written. 
Given  under  our  hands  and  seals  this  27th  day  of  January  1836. 

MARGARET  A.  REED, 
Attest,  ISAAC  K  WADE. 

John  B.  Coleman, 

D.  Yertner, 

Walter  Wade. 

State  of  Mississippi^  Jefferson  county: 

Personally  appeared  before  me,  the  undersigned,  judge  of  tbe 
probate  court  of  Jefferson  county,  in  open  court,  John  B.  Coleman, 
who  made  oath  that  he  saw  Mrs.  Margaret  A.  Reed  sign  her  name 
to  the  within  statement  on  the  date  of  said  statement,  to  wit:  on 
the  27th  of  January,  1836. 

JOHN  R  COLEMAN. 
Sworn  and  subscribed  in  the  presence  of 
John  M.  Whitnev, 

Judge  of  Probate. 
February  24, 1836. 
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State  of  Mississippi,  Jefferson  county: 
Personally  appeared  before  me,  the  undersigned,  a  justice  of  the 
I  peace  of  Jefferson  county,  Margaret  A.  Reed,  who  made  oath  that 

she  was  called  on  to  sign  the  within,  for  the  purposes  therein  con- 
tained. 
Given  under  my  hand  and  seal,  21st  April,  1836. 

ISAAC  A.  B.  ROSS,  J.  P. 

li  Isaac  Ross  died  on  the  19th  day  of  January,  1836,  leaving  three 

r  heirs,  to  wit:  Jane  B.  Ross,  Isaac  A.  Ross,  and  one  Margaret  A. 

r  Reed.    Margaret  A.  Reed  died  before  the  commencement  of  this 

suit,  having  devised  and  bequeathed  to  defendants,  Butler  and 
I  Duncan,  all  her  right  and  interest  in  the  estate  of  her  father,  the 

\  said  Isaac  Ross.    Complainants  then  filed  their  bill  in  the  court 

f  of  chancery,  as  sole  remaining  heirs  of  Isaac  Ross,  to  set  aside  the 

principal  devises  and  bequests  in  his  will,  and  to  enjoin  his  execu- 
tors from  proceeding  further  to  execute  the  same,  on  the  ground 
that  such  devises  are  rSlegeX  and  void,  and  that  the  estate  embraced 
in  such  illegal  and  void  disposition  results  to  said  complainants  as 
heirs  at  law. 

The  bill  set  forth  the  will  and  codicils  thereto,  and  averred  that 
all  the  provisions  and  trusts  in  relation  to  the  transportation  of  the 
slaves  of  the  testator  to  the  coast  of  Africa,  are  in  violation  of 
the  policy  of  the  state  of  Mississippi  on  the  subject  of  domestic 
slavery;  in  fraud  of  the  statute  prohibiting  manumission  except 
on  certain  conditions,  and  consequently  ill^^al  and  void.  Also, 
that  the  direction  to  sell  the  remainder  of  the  estate,  and  to  pay 
over  the  proceeds  to  the  American  Colonization  Society,  on  con- 
dition ^Hhat  they  would  agree  to  appropriate  it  in  paying  the  ex- 
pense of  transporting  the  said  slaves  to  Africa,  and  the  remainder 
to  be  expended  for  the  support  and  maintainance  of  said  slaves 
when  there,  in  such  manner  as  the  society  in  their  discretion, 
might  deem  most  to  the  interest  and  welfare  of  said  slaves,"  is 
illegal  and  void,  because  the  bequest  is  in  trust  for  an  illegal  pur- 
pose. Also,  that  the  contingent  bequest  to  the  Colonization  So- 
ciety of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  testator's  estate,  in  trust  for 
the'establishment  in  Liberia  of  a  seminary  of  learning,  is  void, 
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because  against  the  policy  of  the  state  of  Mississippi;  and  also 
because  said  society  has  no  capacity  by  its  charter  to  take  for  such 
apufpose. 

The  bill  further  avers  that  all  legacies  have  been  paid  etzcqiC 
those  complained  of;  that  the  debts  of  the  estate  are  fully  satisfied, 
and  that  the  executors  and  American  Colonization  Society  are 
proceeding  to  execute  the  remaining  trusts,,  and  will  execute  the 
same,  unless  restrained  by  injunction,  &c.;  also,  that  all  the  slaves 
have  expressed  their  desire  to  be  transported  to  Africa,  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  the  will. 

The  bill  finally  prays  injunction,  &c.  and  that  the  estate  em- 
braced in  said  ill^;al  and  void  trusts,  be  decreed  to  the  complainants 
as  sole  remaining  heirs  at  law.  To  this  bill  there  was  a  general 
demurrer  by  all  the  defendants. 

By  consent,  a  decree  was  entered,  sustaining  the  demurrer. 

In  the  case  of  Mrs.  Reed,  the  bill  was  filed  by  complainants  as 
heirs  at  law  of  Margaret  A.  Reed,  deceased,  to  set  aside  the  will  of 
said  Margaret,  and  to  establish  a  resulting  trust  in  fiivor  of  them- 
selves. 

It  set  forth  the  will  of  Margaret  A.  Reed,  published  on  the  14di 
June,  1838,  in  which  all  her  estate,  both  real  and  personal,  was 
devised  and  bequeathed  to  complainants.  Also,  a  codicil  thereto, 
published  on  the  4th  day  of  September,  1838,  in  which  was  de- 
vised to  them*  all  the  interest  of  the  said  Margaret  A.  Reed,  in  and 
to  the  estate  of  her  father  Isaac  Ross,  before  that  time  deceased,  in 
case  the  will  of  the  said  Isaac  Ross  should  be  declared  invalid. 
The  bill  further  averred  the  death  of  Mrs.  Reed,  and  that  her  said 
will  and  the  codicil  thereto  are  in  fraud  and  violation  of  the  laws 
and  policy  of  the  state  of  Mississippi,  and  therefore  void. 

It  was  averred  that  the  estate  so  devised,  was  given  in  secret 
trust  that  the  said  Butler  and  Duncan  should  convey  all  the  said 
slaves  of  testatrix  to  Liberia,  there  to  remain  free. 

In  support  of  this  averment,  complainants  exhibit  in  their  biU 
a  letter  from  testatrix  to  defendants,  dated  14th  June,  1838,  which 
they  say  points  out  the  secret  and  illegal  trust. 

G.  Holt  and  J.  B.  Thrasher,  for  complainants. 
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The  Chancellor/ 

The  oomidainants  bring  this  suit  as  the  heirs  and  distributees 
of  Ma^[aret  A.  Reed,  deceased.  The  allegations  of  the  bill,  so 
£Eur  as  the  demurrer  is  concerned,  are : 

.   That  Mrs.  Reed,  about  the  14th  June,  1838,  made  her  last  will 
and  testament,  appointing  the  defendants  her  executors,  to  whom 
she  devised  and  bequeathed  the  most  of  her  estate,  consisting  in 
part  of  a  large  number  of  negro  slaves;  that  said  devises  and  be- 
quests were  made  upon  the  secret  trust  and  confidence  that  the 
negroes  should  be  taken  by  the  defendants  as  the  executors  of  the 
will  to  Liberia,  there  to  remain  free,  &c.    A  letter  from  the  testa- 
trix of  even  date  with  the  will  is  referred  to  in  the  bill,  which  it  is 
alleged  is  declarative  and  expressive  of  the  secret  trust  aforesaid. 
It  is  alleged  that  this  secret  trust  is  in  violation  of  the  laws  of 
Mississippi,  and  was  intended  to  evade  and  defraud  the  statute 
which  prohibits  the  emancipation  of  slaves  by  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, except  under  the  restrictions  therein  enumerated.    The  com- 
plainants pray  that  the  will  be  set  aside,  that  the  estate  may  be 
decreed  to  them,  &c.    To  this  bill  there  is  a  general  demurrer, 
which  at  once  presents  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  will  as 
coupled  with  tBe  alleged  secret  trust.    If  the  trust  be  an  illegal 
one,  it  can  make  no  difference  whether  it  be  tacit  or  express;  the 
same  consequences  must  follow  it  in  either  character.    I  shall 
therefore  elect  to  consider  the  will  as  having  upon  its  face  a  devise 
and  bequest  to  the  defendants  upon  the  express  trust  that  the 
negroes  therein  mentioned  should  be  taken  to  Liberia,  there  to  re- 
main free.    Several  collateral  questions  were  made  on  the  argu- 
ment, all  of  which  it  is  believed  resolve  themselves  into  this  plain 
and  broad  proposition :    Is  a  will  made  within  this  state,  by  one 
of  its  citizens,  in  which  negro  slaves  are  bequeathed  upon  the  trust 
that  they  shdl  be  taken  to  Liberia,  on  the  coast  of  Africa,  there  to 
remain,  void,  as  being  in  fraud  and  violation  of  our  laws  and  in 
contravention  of  their  policy  upon  the  subject  of  domestic  slavery? 
fThe  language  of  the  statute  which  it  is  insisted  is  violated  by 
Mrs.  Reed's  will,  so  far  as  it  is  applicable  to  this  case,  is  in  the 
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following  words:  "It  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  person  being 
the  owner  of  slaves  to  emancipate  them,  unless  by  his  or  her  last 
will  and  testament,  attested  and  proved  in  the  manner  required 
by  law,  and  also  prove  such  slaves  have  performed  some  merito- 
rious act  for  the  benefit  of  such  owner,  or  some  distinguished  ser* 
vice  for  the  benefit  of  the  state;  and  such  last  will  and  testament 
shall  not  have  validity  until  sanctioned  by  the  legislature,  nor 
until  the  owner  shall  have  complied  with  the  conditions  specified 
in  such  act.'* 

Do  the  terms  of  the  will  and  trust  in  question  amount  to  a  vio- 
lation of  the  provisions  of  this  statute,  and  to  a  fraud  upon  its 
policy?  If  so,  the  will  must  be  declared  void,  and  the  complain- 
ant's right  to  take  will  stand  unquestioned.  If  not,  the  will 
must  have  effect,  and  the  executors  be  left  free  to  carry  the  accom- 
panying trust  into  execution.  It  is  not  disputed  by  counsel  on 
either  side,  that  all  acts  done  in  fraud  of  the  law  are  necessarily 
void.  Submission  and  obedience  to  the  obligation  of  public  laws, 
and  conformity  to  its  rules  of  municipal  regulation,  is  one  of  the 
first  if  not  the  highest  duty  a  citizen  owes  to  his  country.  Hence 
all  acts  done  in  dereliction  of  this  high  duty,  which  may  violate 
public  laws  or  contravene  public  policy,  have  been  uniformly  held 
to  be  void.  The  law  will  not  permit  itself  to  be  overreached  by 
any  device,  however  cunning,  nor  by  any  circuity  of  action,  how- 
ever remote.  Whilst  it  is  the  duty  of  courts  of  justice  to  preserve 
the  integrity  and  authority  of  the  law,  it  is  equally  their  duty  to 
protect  the  rights  of  the  citizen,  and  to  give  effect  to  his  acts, 
where  they  involve  no  violation  of  his  obligations  to  the  social 
compact.  Protection  and  obedience  are  reciprocal  obligations  be-  ' 
tween  the  law  and  the  citizen.  I  presume  it  will  be  received  as  a 
self-evident  proposition,  that  it  was  competent  and  lawful  for  Mrs. 
Reed,  during  her  life-time,  to  have  taken  her  negroes  to  Liberia  or 
elsewhere,  *•  there  to  remain  free  from  the  condition.of  slavery." 

I  do  not  imderstand  the  counsel  for  complainant  as  denying  dus 
proposition,  but  they  insist  that  the  dominion  which  Mrs.  Reed 
might  have  thus  legitimately  exercised  whilst  living,  as  a  natural 
right,  ceased  at  her  death ;  and  a  distinction  is  taken  between  the 
right  to  exercise  such  power  while  living,  and  the  right  to  exer- 
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cise  it  through  the  medium  of  a  last  will  and  testament.  And  it 
was  assumed  as  a  general  principle,  that  the  right  to  dispose  of 
property  by  will  is  more  restricted  and  limited  than  the  right 
whilst  living.  I  cannot  assent  to  this  proposition,  thus  broadly 
laid  down.  It  is  true,  that  the  right  to  dispose  of  property  by  will 
is  a  civil  right ;  or  in  other  words,  a  right  derived  from  the  law : 
but  the  source  of  its  derivation  does  not  imply  that  it  is  less  com- 
prehensive than  the  living  right.  A  will  is  defined  to  be  the  dis- 
position which  one  desires  may  be  made  of  his  possessions  or  pro- 
perty after  his  death.  Justice  Blackstone,  2  vol.  of  his  Commen- 
taries, page  11,  says,  "the  power  given  to  a  dying  person  of 
continuing  his  property  by  disposing  of  his  possessions  by  will,  is 
a  kind  of  secondary  law  of  nature."  The  word  property  is  here 
evidently  used  as  synonymous  with  the  word  dominion  or  power, 
as  contra-distinguished  from  the  possession  or  the  thing  itself.  I ' 
think  it  will  sufficiently  appear  from  this  reference  that  as  a  gen- 
eral rule  the  right  to  dispose  of  property  by  will  is  as  broad  and 
comprehensive  as  the  right  of  disposition  while  living.  The  dis- 
tinction attempted  to  be  taken  between  the  two  modes  of  doing 
the  same  thing,  so  far  as  the  policy  of  the  statute  is  concerned,  is 
not  very  readily  perceived.  I  conclude,  then,  that  whatever  would 
be  a  legal  disposition  of  a  person's  property  while  living,  would  be 
equally  lawful  when  disposed  of  by  last  will  and  testament ;  un- 
less there  is  something  in  this  latter  mode  of  conveyance  which 
ex  vi  termini  not  only  restricts  the  party's  rights,  but  necessarily 
implies  illegality;  or  unless  there  is  an  arbitrary  and  inflexible  rule 
of  municipal  law  by  which  the  distinction  is  taken  and  sustained. 
And  this  brings  us  back  to  an  examination  of  the  statute  under 
which  it  is  insisted  that  the  testament  in  this  case  is  void  by  rea- 
son of  the  trust  contained  in  it.  It  is  insisted  by  the  complainant's 
counsel,  that  the  trust  in  this  case  likens  itself  to  the  cases  in  Eng- 
land where  conveyances  made  in  trust,  to  defeat  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  of  mortmain,  have  been  held  to  be  void,  and  the  cases 
upon  that  subject  were  referred  to.  The  trust  in  this  case  distin- 
guishes itself  from  the  cases  cited,  in  this  important  particular.  In 
this  case,  tlie  trust  is  to  be  executed  out  of  the  limits  of  the  state  of 
Mississippi,  and  upon  the  coast  of  Africa ;  whereas  it  will  be 
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found  in  those  cases,  the  execution  of  the  tmst  was  to  take  place 
within  the  territory  and  in  the  very  face  of  the  law-making  power 
which  had  prohibited  such  form  of  conveyance.  But  suppose  that 
a  subject  of  Great  Britain  could  hold  land  in  the  United  States, 
and  he  should  execute  in  England  a  conveyance  of  such  land  to  a 
trustee  there  residing,  in  trust  that  he  should  receive  the  rmts  and 
profits  of  such  land  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  an  ecclesiastical  asso* 
ciation :  it  is  believed  that  the  English  courts  would  not  recognize 
any  thing  in  such  a  conveyance  as  violating  either  the  provisions 
or  the  policy  of  their  statute  of  mortmain,  the  provisions  of  which 
look  only  to  the  title  of  lands  situate  within  English  territory. 

The  cases  cited  at  the  bar  from  North  Carolina,  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  a  conveyance  of  slaves  upon  trust  to  be  emanci- 
pated were  held  void,  because  in  fraud  of  the  laws  and  policy  of 
that  state,  were  all  cases  where  it  appeared  that  the  tmsts  were  to 
be  executed  within  that  state,  and  are  therefore,  not  concdved  to 
be  applicable  to  this  case.    But  we  must  return  to  the  statute  of 
Mississippi,  for  upon  the  construction  and  application  of  its  provi- 
sions depends  the  result  of  our  enquiry.    The  title  of  the  act  un- 
der which  the  provision  occurs,  which  I  am  called  on  to  constrae 
is, ''  an  act  to  reduce  into  one  the  several  acts  concerning  slaves, 
firee  n^oes  and  mulattoes."    The  entire  legislative  policy  of  the 
country  in  relation  to  these  three  classes  of  persons,  is  to  be  sought 
for  in  the  body  of  the  act. 

The  first  thing  that  strikes  us  with  surprise  upon  reading  this 
statute  is,  that  a  provision  in  relation  to  last  wilb  and  testaments 
should  have  occurred  under  such  a  title,  instead  of  the  more  ap- 
propriate head  found  in  the  same  book  '<  concerning  last  wills 
and  testaments."  The  mind  is  prompted  to  inquire  what  neces- 
sary connection  there  is  between  the  right  of  making  a  last  will 
and  testament,  and  a  statute  concerning  slaves,  free  negroes 
and  mulattoes?  To  which  one  of  these  distinct  and  several 
branches  of  legislative  concern  does  the  right  of  making  a  will 
fitly  attach  itself?  Is  it  that  part  which  relates  to  slaves,  or  thai 
part  which  relates  to  mulattoes?  Or  is  it  the  third  branch,  rela- 
ting to  free  negroes,  with  which  the  right  to  make  a  will  holds 
afiinity?    The  surprise  gives  place  to  a  clear  perception  of  the 
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\  reason  of  this  apparently  unnatural  association  of  subjects,  when 

I  we  perceive  that  the  provision  in  regard  to  testaments  is  exdu- 

I  sively  directed  to  the  right  of  manumitting  slaves.    And  from  the 

I  statutory  connection  between  the  subjects,  the  conclusion  cannot 

I  be  resisted  that  the  restriction  contained  upon  the  testamentary 

right  is  a  part  and  parcel' of  the  municipal  policy  of  the  country 
in  regard  to  free  negroes.  The  l^;islature  was  acting  in  part  upon 
the  subject  of  free  negroes  in  this  state ;  and  the  provision  con^ 
ceming  the  right  to  manumit  slaves  by  will  was  intended  to  guard 
against  the  dangerous  influence  which  might  be  exerted  by  n^oes 
thus  manumitted  over  those  who  remained  in  bondage.  The  restric- 
tion imposed  is  but  declaratory  of  that  simple  but  salutary  rule  of 
social  conduct,  that  each  member  of  a  civil  community  shall  so 
exercise  his  dominion  over  his  own  property  as  not  to  endanger 
that  of  others.  But  the  importance  of  the  principle  involved  in 
this  case,  and  the  great  amount  of  property  at  stake,  seem  to  de- 
mand a  more  general  and  thorough  view  of  the  subject.  It  is 
urged  that  when  the  statute  has  said,  ''it  shall  not  be  lawful  to 
emancipate  slaves,  unless  by  last  will  and  testament,"  in  the  man- 
ner there  pointed  out,  all  construction  is  at  an  end,  the  subject  is 
closed,  and  that  any  provision  in  a  will  by  which  the  emancipa* 
tion  of  negroes  would  be  a  remote  and  resulting  consequence,  even 
though  that  emancipation  should  take  place  in  a  foreign  country 
with  which  the  domestic  policy  of  Mississippi  could  have  no  con* 
cem,  it  is  nevertheless  withinjthe  prohibition  of  the  statute.  A 
narrow  and  restricted  application  of  a  statute  is  as  likely  to  &1I 
short  of  the  legislative  will,  as  the  more  unbridled  latitude  of  con- 
struction. Both  extremes  are  to  be  avoided.  One  of  the  cardinal 
rules  in  the  exposition  of  statutes  is,  that  the  intention  of  the  law- 
giver is  to  be  deduced  from  every  pari  of  a  statute  compared 
with  every  other  part,  and  that  the  intention  when  thus  elicited 
noLUSt  always  prevail  over  the  literal  sense  of  the  terms  used.  The 
application  of  this  rule  will  not  be  without  its  point  in  this  case. 
Let  us  then  compare  the  provisions  of  our  statute  with  each  other. 
After  declaring  that  a  will  emancipating  slaves  shall  not  have 
validity  until  sanctioned  by  an  act  of  the  legislature,  this  further 
provision  occurs:  ''nor  until  the  owner  shall  have  complied  with 
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the  conditions  specified  in  such  act."  This  latter  paragraph  con- 
reys  to  my  mind  the  clearest  conviction  that  the  l^islatore  in- 
tended the  prohibition  to  extmid  only  to  cases  of  emancipatioii 
within  this  state,  where  the  slayes  were  intended  to  renuun.  If  as 
in  this  case,  by  the  very  terms  of  the  instrmnent  of  emancipationi 
the  manumission  was  to  take  place  in  Liberia,  it  is  difficult  to  per- 
ceive what  concern  the  domestic  policy  of  Mississippi  could  have 
in  imposing  conditicms  upon  the  owner.  What  are  the  probaUe 
conditions  which  the  l^islature  would  impose  in  such  case  upon 
the  owner.  Such,  I  presume,  as  requiring  of  him  bond  and  secu* 
rity  for  the  good  behavior  of  the  negroes,  or  against  their  becom- 
ing a  public  charge.  Although  the  colony  of  Liberia  is  an  object 
worthy  of  all  philanthropic  encouragement,  yet  it  is  not  to  be  pre- 
sumed that  Mississippi  intended  to  extend  her  guardian  care  so 
fiu*  as  to  protect  that  colony  by  bond  and  security  against  die  evils 
of  pauperism  and  breaches  of  the  peace. 

Much  was  said  in  ailment  about  the  construction  of  statutes, 
and  many  of  the  rules  laid  down  were  adverted  to  and  conunented 
on.  These  artificial  expositors  of  the  law  all  resolve  themselves 
into  the  single  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  meaning  and  good  sense 
of  the  statute,  and  whatever  conduces  to  that  end  may  be  fiuily 
put  in  requisition,  whether  it  be  drawn  from  the  pieamble,  title, 
or  body  of  the  act,  or  fiom  the  peculiar  history,  circumstances  and 
condition  of  the  conmiunity  for  the  government  of  which  it  may 
have  been  enacted*  Amongst  other  rules  upon  this  subject,  it  is 
said,  statutes  are  to  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  principles 
of  the  common  law;  for  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  the  legislature 
intended  to  make  any  innovation  upon  the  common  law,  further 
than  the  case  absolutely  reqiiires.  The  right  to  manumit  a  slave 
is  perfect  and  undoubted  at  common  law,  by  will,  deed,  or  other- 
wise. Did  the  legislature  intend  to  impose  any  other  restriction 
upon  the  common  law  right  of  the  citizen  in  this  particular,  than 
such  as  held  him  in  a  state  of  obedience  to  its  municipal  policy 
upon  the  subject  of  free  n^oes?  Mississippi  has  no  concern  with 
the  question  of  manumitting  slaves  elsewhere  than  within  her  own 
limits.  She  does  not  assume  police  jurisdiction  beyond  them.  She 
has  no  law  which  in  letter  or  sTpint  prohibits  a  citizen  finom  direct- 
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ing  by  will  that  his  negroes  should  be  removed  out  of  the  state, 
to  Liberia  or  elsewhere,  even  though  the  consequences  or  avowed 
intention  may  be  emancipation.  The  right  to  emancipate  is  not 
taken  away;  it  is  only  qualified  when  exercised  within  her  bor- 
ders. The  right  to  remove  slaves  by  one  while  living,  or  through 
the  agency  of  his  executors  when  dead,  is  no  where  infringed. 
And  it  is  presumed  that  the  courts  would  not  look  beyond  the  act 
of  removal  to  the  place  of  destination,  to  see  whether  by  the  laws 
of  that  place  emancipation  would  be  a  consequence  of  such  re- 
moval, in  order  to  establish  a  sort  of  constructive  fraud  upon  the 
laws  of  Mississippi^ 

It  is  difSicult  to  conceive  how  an  act  done  in  Liberia,  according 
to  its  laws,  should  involve  a  violation  of  those  of  this  state.  The 
rule  that  every  contract,  act  or  agreement,  is  to  be  governed  by 
the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  execution  or  performance  is  to 
take  place,  is  one  of  universal  api^ication.  The  execution  of  the 
trust  in  this  case,  according  to  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  is  to  take 
place  in  Liberia.  The  laws  of  that  place,  then,  according  to  the 
rule,  must  decide  upon  its  legality.  The  ground  was  taken,  that 
as  the  n^oes,  for  whose  benefit  the  trust  was  raised,  can  maintain 
no  suit  in  our  courts  to  enforce  it,  and  there  being  no  one  who  can 
enforce  it,  the  trust,  it  is  insisted,  is  therefore  void.  The  conclu- 
sion does  not  necessarily  follow  from  the  premises.  A  trust  may 
be  created  which  may  be  perfectly  consistent  with  the  law,  and 
yet  the  law  may  have  pointed  out  no  mode  of  enforcement;  still 
it  would  not  interpose  to  prevent  it,  but  would  leave  its  execution 
to  the  voluntary  action  of  the  trustee.  A  person  may  convey  his 
property  upon  what  trust  or  condition  he  pleases,  so  that  it  be  not 
against  law;  and  the  court  would  only  interfere  at  the  instance  of 
the  heirs  or  distributees  of  the  grantor  or  testator,  when  there  had 
been  a  fidlure  or  refusal  to  perform  the  condition  or  trust  These 
principles  I  think  are  plainly  deducible  from  the  case  in  4  Wheaton 
36. 

/l  had  some  difficulty  at  first  upon  the  subject  of  the  firaud 
charged  in  the  bill,  as  it  regards  the  demurrer.  As  a  general  rule^ 
there  must  be  an  answer  to  the  charge  of  fraud.  When,  however, 
fraud  is  charged  as  a  conclusion  of  law  from  a  particular  state  of 
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Acts  set  out,  it  is  believed  the  reason  of  the  appUcation  of  the  rule 
^^^'J  .  i. 


The  demurrer  must  be  sustained,  and  the  bill  dismissedi 


/: 


[The  complainants  prayed  an  appeal  from  this  decision,  which 
was  granted;  and  upon  argument  in  the  High  Court  of  Errors  and 
Appeals,  the  opinion  of  the  chancellor  was  affirmed. 

The  arguments  of  counsel  in  this  ease  were  withdrawn,  to  be 
used  in  the  High  Court.  The  importance  of  the  case,  and  the 
eminence  of  the  counsel  on  either  side,  will  be  a  sufficient  reason 
for  reporting  the  aji^ments  at  length,  together  with  the  opinion  of 
the  High  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals.] 

J.  B.  Thrasher  for  appellants. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decre^  of  the  chancellor  entered /tto 
formOj  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the  bill  of  the  complainants. 
To  sustain  the  bill  we  propose  to  establish, 

1.  That  the  principal  devises  in  the  will,  and  the  whole  tenor 
thereof^  constitute  indirect  attempts  to  emancipate  numerous  slaves, 
contrary  to  the  laws  and  policy  of  this  state,  and  in  contravention 
of  the  same. 

2.  That  the  devises  in  the  will  which  are  to  slaves,  and  in  trust 
for  slaves  who  caimot  take  by  devise,  are  absolutely  void;  and 
that  the  devisees  were  slaves  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  still 
remain  slaves  by  the  laws  of  this  state. 

3.  That  the  devises  being  void,  and  the  devisees  slaves,  both 
descend  to  the  heirs  at  law,  and  that  the  executors  hold  the  same 
as  trustees  for  the  legal  heirs,  and  as  such  are  bound  to  account 
to  them  for  the  same,  and  cannot  dispose  of  the  estate  for  chari- 
ties, or  other  objects  to  be  selected  either  by  the  executors  or  by 
the  court 

1.  In  the  case  of  Haywood  v.  McCraven's  executors,  2  North 
Carolina  Law  Repository,  667,  and  in  numerous  other  cases,  it 
has  been  decided  that  a  devise  to  emancipate  slaves,  although  in 
some  instances  to  be  sent  out  of  the  state  to  foreign  countries,  is 
void.  The  court  said,  that  such  a  devise  is  repugnant  to  the 
positive  provisions  by  statute,  which  has  pointed  out  but  one 
method  by  which  slaves  can  be  emancipated,  and  only  one  in- 
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I  Stance  in  which  it  can  be  done  at  all,  to  wit :  for  meritorious  ser- 

vices ;  and  such  is  our  statute,  see  8  Peters,  285,    Can  the  testa- 
tor therefore  choose  a  different,  or  can  the  executors  who  repre- 
sent the  deceased,  select  another  method,  or  can  the  courts  sane- 
j  tion  any  other  than  that  pointed  out  by  the  statute  ?  certainly  not: 

I  and  to  this,  add  the  further  elementary  principle  consecrated  and 

acknowledged  by  the  accumulated  wisdom  of  ages,  that  in  a 
I  primitive  state  and  by  the  law  of  nature,  no  person  had  any 

right  or  power  to  make  a  will,  or  to  make  any  disposition  of  pro- 
I  perty  to  take  effect  after  his  or  her  death.     How  then  is  thia 

power  derived  of  making  last  wills  and  testaments?  It  is  deri- 
ved solely  by  virtue  of  conventional  powers,  conferred  on  us  by 
municipal  regulations,  and  prescribed  by  the  law-making  power 
of  the  state.  Have  we  any  right  or  power  to  disregard  this  mu- 
nicipal regulation  1  If  we  go  back  to  the  law  of  nature  or  primi- 
tive state  and  adopt  that,  we  cannot  make  wills.  If  we  devise 
our  property,  we  must  do  it  by  virtue  of  the  lex  loci^  or  conven- 
tioncd  rights  secured  to  us  by  government ;  and  when  acting  under 
a  limited  delegated  power,  the  well  known  maxims  of  the  law 
and  of  the  government  prohibit  us  from  exercising  any  other 
powers,  than  those  delegated.  If  therefore  we  attempt  to  eman- 
cipate slaves  by  last  will  and  testament,  or  by  last  will  and  testa- 
ment to  dispose  of  them  in  any  other  manner  than  that  pointed 
out  by  the  statute,  we  act  in  violation  of  the  law  or  in  fraud  of 
^  the  law ;  and  in  the  case  of  the  Wm.  King,  2  Wheaton,  148;  and 

of  Lee  V.  Lee,  8  Peters,  60,  it  is  laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  that 
'  whatever  is  done  in  fraud  of  law,  is  done  in  violation  of  it    The 

'  law,  therefore,  having  made  no  provisions  authorizing  persons,  by 

^  last  will  and  testament  to  send  or  direct  their  slaves  to  be  sent  to 

Africa,  or  out  of  the  country,  it  follows  as  a  principle,  incontro^ 
vertible,  that  the  executors  have  no  power  whatever,  to  send  the 
slaves  to  Africa,  or  out  of  the  state ;  and  therefore  the  devises  in 
-  the  will  for  such  a  purpose,  are  in  fraud  of  the  law  and  cannot  be 

^  executed. 

i  Solon,  says  Blackstone,  was  the  first  legislator  that  introduced 

^  wills  into  Athens ;  but  in  many  other  parts  of  Greece  they  were 

'  totally  discountenanced.    In  Rome  they  were  unknown  till  the 

^  laws  of  the  twelve  tables  were  compiled,  which  first  gave  the  right 

i  Vol.  1—61 
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of  bequeathing.  And  among  the  northern  nations,  particidarly 
among  the  Germans,  testaments  were  not  received  into  use.  And 
this  variety  serves  to  evince,  that  the  right  of  making  wills  and 
disposing  of  property  after  death,  is  merely  a  creature  of  the  civil 
state ;  which  has  permitted  it  in  some  countries,  and  denied  it  in 
others ;  and  even  where  it  is  permitted  by  law,  it  is  subject  to  dif- 
ferent formalities  and  restrictions  in  almost  every  nation  under 
Heaven.  1  Chitty's  Blackstone,  411.  By  the  seventy-fifth  sec- 
tion of  the  Revised  Code,  p.  385,  it  is  declared  that  it  ^lall  not  be 
lawful  for  any  person,  being  the  owner  of  slaves,  to  emancipate 
them  by  last  will  and  testament  or  otherwise,  unless  it  is  proven  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  General  Assembly,  that  such  slave  or  slaves, 
have  done  and  performed  some  meritorious  act  for  the  benefit  of 
the  owner,  or  some  distinguished  service  for  the  benefit  of  this 
State;  and  without  the  sanction  of  the  legislature,  the  act  of 
emancipation  is  void.  Such  is  the  law  and  policy  of  the  laws  of 
this  state.  The  above  recited  act  furnishes  conclusive  evidence 
to  the  court,  not  only  of  the  law,  but  of  the  public  policy  of  the 
state ;  and  here  it  might  be  well  to  remark,  that  this  statute  has 
reference  solely  to  the  owner  or  owners  of  slaves  while  alive, 
acting  ia  propria  persona,  and  not  to  the  executors  or  trustees, 
who  have  no  power  to  emancipate  imder  the  statute,  neither  for 
distinguished  nor  meritorious  services,  nor  for  any  other  cause 
whatever.  With  the  death  of  the  owner,  also  dies  the  power  to 
emancipate  his  slaves,  until  they  are  l^fally  vested  in  full  owner- 
ship elsewhere. 

An  instrument  of  emancipation  must  conform  to  the  laws  of  the 
country  where  the  emancipator  was  domiciled  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  or  it  is  void.  Such  is  the  principle  settled  in  1  Randolph, 
234.  Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  216~16-17-1&-19,  and  the  case  in 
6  Randolph,  663-4,  shows  that  an  attempt  to  emancipate  slaves 
contrary  to  the  laws  in  force  at  the  time,  is  void,  although  a  trust 
was  created  to  support  it,  as  in  the  present  case.  In  the  case  of 
Bynum  v.  Boswich,  4  Desauss.  266,  the  court  decided  that  a  be- 
quest of  slaves  to  a  trustee  with  directions  to  liberate  them,  was 
void,  being  in  opposition  to  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  South  Car- 
olina, which  forbids  emancipation  in  any  other  way  than  by  deed 
executed  in  the  lifetime  of  the  master,  a  certain  time  before  his 
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death,  and  in  a  prescribed  form;  and  in  the  case  of  Cunningham 
V.  Cunningham,  1  Taylor,  209,  the  court  decided,  that  a  devise  for 
the  maintenance  of  slaves,  was  void.    See  also  3.  Amer.  Dig.  480. 

And  in  the  case  of  Haywood  v.  McCraven,  2  Car.  Law  Rep* 
567,  3  Amer.  Dig.  638,  where  a  testator  bequeathed  to  his  execu^ 
tor  after  the  death  of  his  sister,  his  slaves  in  trust  to  have  them 
set  free;  and  also  devised  and  bequeathed  to  his  executors  real 
and  personal  estate  for  the  use  of  his  slaves,  it  was  held  by  the 
court  that  the  bequests  were  void,  as  being  contrary  to  the  policy 
of  the  law,  and  that  whenever  the  intention  was  to  create  a  trust 
that  could  not  be  disposed  of,  the  property  reverted  to  the  heirs  at 
law,  or  next  of  kin:  and  that  a  devise  of  land  to  be  rented  out 
for  the  maintenance  of  a  slave  was  void  also.  C.  &  N.  362.  3 
Amer.  Dig.  479. 

In  the  case  of  Moses  v.  Denigree,  6  Randolph,  661;  and  6  Am* 
Dig.  499,  it  was  decided  that  a  deed  of  emancipation  of  a  slave 
executed  in  1781,  (at  which  time  emancipation  was  not  permitted 
except  in  certain  cases,)  although  it  directed  the  freedom  to  com- 
mence when  he  i^ould  come  of  age,  (in  1796,)  is  absolutely  void^ 
notwithstanding  the  law  had  been  chioiged  so  as  to  admit  of  eman- 
cipation in  the  mean  time.  If  the  slaves  had  been  manumitted' 
conditionally,  to  have  their  freedom  when  the  laws  would  permit, 
it  seems  it  would  have  been  good,  and  such  is  the  case  in  2  Call's 
Rep.  319,  367. 

No  state  is  under  any  obligation  to  give  effect  to  any  acts  of 
parties,  which  contravene  its  own  policy  or  laws.  2  Story's  Eq. 
429.  Stay's  Conflict  of  Laws,  98,  sec.  106,  says,  that  no  nation 
will  suffer  its  own  subjects  to  evade  the  operation  of  its  own  fun- 
damental policy  or  laws,  or  conmiit  frauds  in  violation  of  them. 

As  the  testator,  Ross,  could  not  by  the  laws  of  this  state,  free 
his  slaves  in  Mississippi,  they  were,  unquestionably,  slaves  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  left  undevised  to  any  person  who  could  take ; 
and  being  sdaves  at  his  death,  they  descended  to,  and  vested  in 
his  heirs  by  the  law  of  intestacy,  (the  debts  of  the  testator  all  being 
paid.)  1  How.  Rep.  668.  Personal  property  is  undoubtedly  sub- 
ject to  that  law  in  point  of  distribution,  which  governs  the  owner; 
in  other  words  to  the  law  of  the  owner's  domicil;  real  property,  to 
the  kx  loci  rei  sitae.    2  Kent,  344;  2  Bos.  and  Pul.  229,  note; 
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3  Ves.  198;  6  Vcs.  760;  3  Cranch,  319;  1  Binney,  339;  3  Johns.  Ch. 
Rep.  210;  1  Mason,  408;  4  Greenleaf,  134. 

Otherwise  to  allow  the  testator  to  interfere,  says  Kent,  with  the 
established  rules  of  law,  would  be  to  permit  every  man  to  make 
a  law  for  himself,  and  thus  to  disturb  the  metes  and  bounds  of 
property.    4  Kent,  620. 

By  the  second  codicil  in  the  will,  the  provisional  devises  in 
favor  of  the  Liberian  <rovemment  and  a  school,  as  well  as  that  in 
fitvor  of  the  state  of  Mississippi,  and  other  provisions  in  the  will, 
are  all  whittled  away,  and  the  freedom  of  the  slaves  as  well  as 
the  authority  of  the  American  Colonization  Society  to  transport 
them  to  Liberia,  is  made  to  depend  on  the  election  of  the  slaves 
themselves,  to  be  held  on  the  plantation  of  the  testator.  That 
neither  the  slaves  nor  the  testator  could  empower  the  members  of 
the  Colonization  Society  to  transport  them  to  Liberia,  even  did  it 
not  contravene  the  laws  and  policy  of  the  state,  is  clear,  upon  the 
principle,  that  the  American  Colonization  Society,  if  legally  in 
existence  as  a  chartered  society  or  body  corporate,  was  chartered 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  transporting  free  persons  of  color  to 
Africa,  of  their  own  free  vnll  and  accord;  and  her  corporate  pow- 
ers do  not  extend  to  the  transportation  of  slaves. 

The  negroes  of  Ross  were  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  yet  aiei 
unquestionably,  slaves  by  the  laws  of  this  state. 

There  is  no  devise  in  the  will,  of  the  slaves  to  the  Colonization 
Society,  either  in  trust  or  otherwise;  but  in  case  they  elect  to  go 
to  Africa,  the  will  sa3rs  that  they  shall  be  sent "  under  the  direc- 
tion and  superintendance  of  the  American  Colonization  Society.'' 
This  society  has  nothing  to  do  with  them  until  sent,  and  then 
they  are  only  to  direct  the  manner  and  superintend  the  voyage^  as 
being  best  acquainted  with  the  nature  of  such  shipments,  and  able 
to  give  safe  counsel  in  such  cases. 

The  language  of  the  will  will  bear  no  other  construction. 

But  it  is  said,  in  case  a  majority  of  the  whole  number  of  slaves 
should,  by  election,  refuse  to  go  to  Africa,  then  they  are  all  to  be 
sold,  and  the  proceeds  paid  over  to  the  American  Colonization 
Society,  upon  condition  that  they  will  agree  to  appropriate  the 
interest  on  the  capital  to  the  establishment  and  support  of  one 
single  seminary  or  institution  of  learning  in  Liberia,  for  one  hun- 
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dred  years,  and,  at  the  end  of  that  time,  both  principal  and  inter- 
est are  then  to  be  given  up  to  any  government  that  may  be  in 
Liberia.  But  i^  at  the  expiration  of  the  one  hundred  years, 
there  should  be  no  government  in  Liberia,  then  it  is  to  be  paid 
over  to  the  government  of  Mississippi. 

All  these  latter  and  visionary  provisions  of  the  will,  in  case  a 
majority  of  the  slaves  refuse  to  go  to  Africa,  are  abolished  by  the 
second  codicil,  which,  after  abolishing  that  part  of  the  will,  directs 
that  such  of  his  slaves  as  wish  to  go  to  Africa  shall  be  allowed 
the  privilege  of  doing  so,  and  that  the  balance  shall  be  sold  for 
the  benefit  of  those  who  elect  to  go. 

The  bill  avers  that  all  the  slaves  have  elected  and  determined 
to  go  to  Africa,  and  that  the  executors  are  now  preparing  to  trans- 
port them  thither. 

The  demurrer  admits  the  averment  to  be  true.  In  such  case 
there  is  no  provision  in  the  will  to  sell  and  pay  over  to  the  Amer- 
ican Colonization  Society.  They  take  no  interest  whatever,  nor 
is  there,  in  such  case,  any  provision  in  favor  of  the  school  or 
government.  So  that  the  will,  in  truth  and  in  construction, 
amounts  to  nothing  more  nor  less  than  a  devise  to  the  slaves 
themselves  of  their  own  freedom,  and  of  the  balance  of  the  estate 
for  their  benefit. 

The  devises  are  therefore  void,  and  the  property  vests,  if  not 
otherwise  disposed  of  by  tlie  will,  in  the  next  of  kin.  4  Wheat 
26-8.  That  the  slaves  have  no  power  to  emancipate  themselves 
by  their  own  election,  and  thereby  to  authorize  the  members  of 
the  American  Colonization  Society  to  transport  them  to  Liberia, 
is  evident  from  the  fact  that  it  would  be  in  derogation  of  the 
rights  of  the  heirs,  and  contravene  the  whole  policy  and  laws  of 
the  state  on  the  subject  of  domestic  slavery;  and  upon  this  latter 
principle  the  executors  cannot,  nor  can  the  members  of  the  Amer- 
ican Colonization  Society,  transport  them: 

1.  Because,  although  it  may  be  contended  that  the  liberation 
from  slavery  is  to  take  place  in  a  foreign  country,  and,  as  it  re- 
gards the  law  and  policy  of  this  state,  is  extra  ierritorium,  yet 
the  principle  is  well  settled,  that,  when  the  object  of  a  devise  is  to 
be  executed  in  a  foreign  couhtry,  it  must  not  be  against  the  pub- 
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lie  policy  of  the  state  where  it  is  sought  to  be  put  in  ezecatkni, 
or  tfie  courts  will  declare  it  void.    2  Sto.  Eq.  429. 

The  case  of  Strickland  v.  Aldridge,  was  a  devise  to  the  Rer'd 
Adam  Aldridge,  and  his  assignees,  made  upon  an  implied  trust, 
that  he  would,  upon  the  devised  premises,  build  and  erect  a  cha- 
pel for  the  Methodist  sect,  and  held  void  as  being  contrary  to  the 
statute  of  mortmain,  and  is  very  analogous  to  the  case  under 
consideration.    9  Yesey,  616.    As,  in  like  manner,  the  case  of 
MucUestone  i^.  Bfown,  6  Yesey,  62.    In  both  cases  the  devises 
were  contrary  to  the  policy  and  laws  of  England.    Thus:  when 
a  bequest  was  given  in  England,  in  trust  for  certain  nunneries  in 
foreign  countries,  it  was  held  void.    4  Yesey,  434,  note.    And,  in 
like  manner,  when  a  pecuniary  l^^cy  was  given  for  sudi  pur- 
poses as  the  superior  of  a  foreign  convent  should  judge  expe- 
dient, it  was  held  void,  and  the  court  refused  to  execute  it  in  a 
foreign  country.    6  Yesey,  667.    The  bequests  in  both  cases  be- 
ing  for  Roman  Catholic  establishments,  which  was  against  Ae 
policy  and  laws  of  England.     That  a  deed,  says  chief  jtistice 
Boyle,  or  other  instrument  purporting  on  its  face  to  do  an  act 
prohibited  by  law,  cannot  be  valid  nor  constitute  a  medium 
through  which  a  right  can  be  decreed,  is  a  proposition  too  evi- 
dent to  admit  of  controversy.     The  end  being  interdicted,  the 
means  for  its  accomplishment  must  be  considered  illegal  and 
void.    2  Bibb,  68. 

2'  It  is  an  undoubted  maxim  in  law,  that  a  legacy  must  take 
effect  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  or  be  void  at  that  time,  and  the 
right  vest  in  another.  3  Peters,  497-8;  Ambler,  636,640.  If  the 
devise  was  either  to  the  executors  or  to  the  Anierican  Coloniza- 
tion Society,  in  trust,  (though  there  is  not  the  slightest  ground  for 
such  a  construction,)  neither  can  take  or  hold  it  individually; 
they  must  execute  it,  or  it  descends  to  the  heirs.  In  whom, 
therefore,  did  the  devises  of  captain  Ross  vest  at  the  time  of  his 
death?  for  if  they  did  not  l^fally  vest  elsewhere,  they  descend  to 
the  heirs  at  law.  They  could  not  vest  either  in  the  executors  or 
the  American  Colonization  Society  in  absolute  right.  2  Story^ 
Eq.  427.  For  if  they  were  devised  to  them  it  was  in  trust  It 
could  not  vest  in  them  as  trustees,  because  those  for  whose  use  it 
I  devised,  (if  devised  to  them,)  were,  at  the  time  of  the  testa- 
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t  toi's  death,  and  still  are,  slaves,  and  incapable  in  law  of  taking. 

A  trust  for  one  in  law  incapable  of  taking,  is  void.    2  Fonb.  348; 
i  6  Vesey,  62,  64. 

By  the  provisions  in  the  will,  and  especially  the  second  codicil 
s  thereto,  which  abolishes  the  4th  clause  in  the  will,  it  will  be  seen 

(  that  all  the  principal  devises  are  either  direct  to  the  slaves  them- 

selves or  as  declaration  of  intention  without  any  devise.  That 
slaves  cannot  take  either  by  devise,  descent  or  purchase,  has  been 
settled  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Thomas  Hinds  v.  Henry  Bra* 
zeale  et  al^  2  Howard,  836. 

A  devise  of  land  to  be  rented  out  for  the  maintenance  of  a  slave 
is  bad.    3  Amer.  Dig.  479. 

A  devise  for  the  maintenance  of  slaves  is  void.  Sec.  3  Amer. 
Dig.  480-1;  1  Taylor,  209,  in  point;  4  Dessaus.  266.  Civil  Code 
of  Louisiana,  142,  art.  946 ;  8  Martin  Rep.  161 ;  1  Stewart's  Ala. 
Bep.  ^20. 

Where  a  testator  bequeathed  his  slaves  to  his  executors,  after 
the  death  of  his  sister,  in  trust,  to  have  them  set  free  by  the  laws 
of  the  state;  and  also  devised  to  his  executors  real  and  personal 
property  for  the  use  of  his  slaves,  it  was  held  that  the  bequests 
were  void,  being  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law.  3  American 
Digest,  638. 

A  devise  to  one  incompetent  to  take  is  a  void  devise.  2  Rob- 
erts on  Wills,  30. 

A  devisee  must  be  able  to  take,  to  make  good  devise.  1  Rob- 
erts, 62. 

The  slaves,  as  devisees,  are  incompetent  to  take ;  and  there  is 
no  devise,  either  to  the  executors  or  to  the  American  Colonization 
Society,  by  implication  or  otherwise. 

The  will  of  Isaac  Ross,  by  the  1st,  2d,  3d  and  4th  clauses,  dis- 
poses of  his  entire  estate :  and  these  clauses  certainly  do  not  con- 
tain a  devise  of  any  portion  of  it,  either  to  the  American  Coloni- 
zation Society,  or  the  institution  of  learning  contemplated  in  Libe- 
ria; nor  to  either  the  government  that  may  be  in  Liberia  one  hun- 
dred years  hence,  or  to  the  state  of  Mississippi  after  that  period, 
either  in  presenti  or  iajuturo. 

If,  however,  (in  the  language  of  the  will)  upon  the  slaves  being 
called  together,  a  majority  of  the  whole  number  of  the  age  of 
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twenty-one  years  should  refuse  to  go  to  Africa,  then  they  are  all, 
excepting,  &c.  to  be  sold  at  public  auction:  and  then,  and  in  that 
event  only,' are  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  to  be  paid  over  to  the 
American  Colonization  Society,  upon  the  conditi<»i  that  the  soci- 
ety will  form  a  fund  of  it,  and  apply  it  according  to  the  provisions 
relative  to  the  institution  of  learning  and  governments  spoken  of 
in  the  will.    If  a  majority  of  the  slaves  do  not  refuse  to  go  to 
Afiica,  then  there  is  no  fund  to  apply,  no  trustee  to  apply  it,  and 
no  objects  to  apply  it  to.    It  is  therefore  upon  the  condition  only 
and  solely  that  a  majority  of  the  slaves  lefiise  to  go  to  Africa,  that 
the  {vovisionary  devises  in  favor  of  the  institution  of  learning  and 
governments  are  made  to  depend,  and  upon  such  condition  only, 
is  the  American  Colonization  Society  constituted  trustee. 

By  the  second  codicil  to  the  will,  the  condition  upon  which 
the  provisionary  devises  are  made  to  depend,  is  aboli^ed.  The 
object  for  which  they  were  made,  therefore,  ceases  to  exist,  and 
consequently  the  appointment  of  the  society  as  trustee  is  revoked. 

The  language  of  the  codicil  is  in  these  words: 

^Y  way  of  further  codicil  to  my  last  will  and  testament,  it  is 
my  desire,  upon  mature  reflection,  to  alter  some  of  the  provisions 
therein: 

^'IsT.  In  relation  to  that  part  of  my  will  which  provides  fot 
takmg  the  voice  of  my  negroes  in  relation  to  their  going  to  Africa 
or  remaining  here  and  being  sold,  I  now  desire  that  those  who 
wish  to  go  to  Africa  be  allowed  the  privilege  of  doing  so  upon  the 
terms  and  conditions  heretofore  provided,  and  those  who  elect  to 
remain  be  suffered  to  remain,  and  be  sold  as  previously  directed, 
and  the  proceeds  of  their  sale  be  applied  under  the  provisions  of 
the  will  for  the  benefit  of  those  who  elect  to  go  to  Afrioa." 

Can  any  thing  be  more  clear  and  certain,  than  that  the  forgo- 
ing codicil  abolishes  the  sole  and  only  provision  in  the  will  upon 
which  the  devise  in  &vor  of  the  institution  of  learning  and  gov- 
ernments is  made  to  depend,  and  under  which  alone  the  society 
could  claim  to  act  as  trustee. 

The  bill,  as  before  remarked,  avers  that  most,  if  not  all,  of  the 
slaves  have  elected  and  determined  to  go  to  Africa:  and  the  de- 
murrer admits  the  &ct.  What,  then,  becomes  of  the  conditional 
appointment  of  the  society  as  trustee,  and  of  the  contingent  devise 
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in  favor  of  the  institutioii  of  learning  and  governments?  They 
must  be  numbered  among  the  things  that  were,  but  are  not,  and 
considered  as  though  they  had  never  been. 

It  is  therefore  clear,  that  neither  the  executors  nor  the  Ameri- 
can Colonization  Society  can  take,  either  in  their  own  right  or  as 
trustees,  because  in  neither  capacity  was  it  devised  to  them:  and 
it  is  equally  clear  that  a  slave  cannot  be  a  cestui  que  trust:  and 
thus  we  find  the  estate  undevised  to  any  person  who  can  legally 
take.  Are  we  then  to  be  told,  that  notwithstanding  the  void  de- 
vises and  inability  of  any  person  to  execute  the  will,  and  the  at- 
tempted fraud  upon  the  laws  and  policy  of  the  state,  yet  that  the 
court  will  sustain  the  devises  as  charities,  and  execute  the  will 
according  to  the  odious  doctrine  of  cy-pres^  so  long  a  fiaux^ical  pro- 
ceeding in  the  English  courts  of  chancery? 

This  power,  in  a  court  of  this  state,  we  dispute. 

1.  Because  the  devises  are  void,  both  at  law  and  in  equity. 

2.  Because  the  devises  are  for  a  definite  object  specified — pinpoint 
of  law,  not  sustainable;  and  trustees  appointed  to  execute  them. 
In  such  a  case,  a  court  of  equity  will  never  execute.it  in  a  differ- 
ent manner,  as  a  charity,  when  it  is  void  at  law.  If,  therefoie, 
(says  Judge  Story,)  the  testator  had  clearly  but  one  particular  ob^ 
ject  in  his  mind,  as  for  example,  to  build  a  church  at  W.,  and  that 
purpose  cannot  be  answered,  the  next  kin  will  take.  2  Story's 
Equity,  424;  2  Co.  Rep.  364,  866;- 4  Yesey,  419,  433,  434,  note; 
Jeremy  on  Equity,  Juris.  B.  ch.  1  sec.  2,  p.  243,  244,  245.  So  if  a 
fond  should  be  given  in  trust,  to  apply  the  income  to  printing  and 
promoting  the  doctrines  of  the  supremacy  of  the  pope  in  eccle- 
siastical affairs  in  England,  the  trust  would  be  held  void  on 
grounds  of  public  policy;  and  the  property  would  go  to  the  per- 
sonal representatives  of  the  party  creating  the  trust;  and  would 
not  be  liable  to  be  applied  to  other  charities  by  the  crown,  because 
it  was  not  intended  to  be  a  general  trust  for  charities.  2  Storj^s 
Equity,  424;  6  Russ.  Rep.  228. 

And  such  was  the  doctrine  of  Judge  MarshaU,  in  the  case  of  the 
Baptist  Association  i^.  Hart's  Executors,  4  Wheat  27:  and  of  Judge 
Story,  in  the  same  case,  reported  in  3  Peters,  482. 

The  jurisdiction  exercised  by  the  English  chancellors  in  execu- 
ting a  general  devise  for  charities,  which  was  void  at  law,  in  a 
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different  manner,  was  solely  by  virtue  of  the  statute  of  43  Eliza- 
beth, or  as  inforcing  the  prerogative  of  the  king,  as  parens 
patrixy  before  the  statute,  and  formed  no  part  of  the  jonsdictioii 
of  the  court  of  chancery,  as  a  court  of  equity.  In  reviewing 
Porter's  case,  1  Co.  Rept  22,  Chief  Justice  Marshall  says,  in 
substance,  that  it  is  impossible  txi  resist  the  conviction  that  chan- 
cery, previous  to  the  statute  of  43  Elizabeth,  could  afford  no 
relief  to  the  cestui  que  trust  in  a  devise,  as  a  charity  which  was 
void  at  law;  4  Wheaton,  35:  and  that  the  original  interfeieQce  of 
chancery  in  charities,  when  the  cestui  que  use  had  not  a  vested 
interest,  was  founded  on  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  and  still  de- 
pends on  it  Ibid,  36  and  39.  Judge  Story,  in  the  same  case,  re- 
marks, that  the  jurisdiction  of  chancery  over  charities,  when  no 
trust  is  interposed,  or  there  is  no  person  in  esse  capable  of  taking, 
or  when  the  charity  is  of  an  indefinite  nature,  rests  upon  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  of  Elizabeth.    3  Peters,  497;  Ibid,  494. 

Such  were  the  conclusions  arrived  at  by  judges  Marshall  and 
Story,  after  a  full  review  of  all  the  English  cases  in  4  Wheaton, 
27,  60;  and  3  Peters,  482,  503;  and  there  is  no  pretence  that  the 
statute  of  Elizabeth  ever  was  in  force  in  this  country. 

If,  however,  there  were  grounds  for  such  a  presumption,  the 
Revised  Code,  page  8,  sec.  8,  repeals  all  stamtes,  acts,  and  parts 
of  acts,  of  a  public  and  gen^  nature,  not  published  in  the 
Revised  Code;  and  the  statute  of  43  Elizabeth  was  not  so  pub- 
lished. 

Yet  the  argument  of  the  counsel  for  the  appellees,  on  this 
branch  of  the  question,  seems  to  be  based  entirely  upon  the 
authority  of  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  and  the  numerous  decisions 
under  that  statute,  as  affording  evidence  of  the  common  law.  In- 
deed, they  say  in  their  printed  brief^  in  express  terms, 

''That  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  for  the  regulation  of  charitable 
uses,  must  be  r^arded  as  declaratory  of  the  common  law,  and 
only  intended  to  limit  and  control  the  operations  of  the  statute  of 
mortmain."  To  such  a  construction  of  the  statute  of  43d  Eliza- 
beth, we  cannot  consent,  and  it  has  never  been  so  considered  by 
any  author  or  judicial  decision  with  which  we  have  any  acquaint- 
ance, although  some  decisions  or  dicta  may  be  found  which,  in 
some  particular,  so  consider  it.    But,  upon  the  contrary,  we  be- 
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lieve  that  it  has  ever  been  considered  as  giving  rights  and  powers 
and  as  affording  remedies  which  did  not  exist  at  common  law 
prior  to  the  statute. 

The  jurisdiction  exercised  by  the  chancellor  under  the  statute 
of  43d  Elizabeth,  chap.  4,  over  charitable  uses,  is  held  to  be  per- 
sonal in  him,  and  not  exercised  in  virtue  of  his  ordinary  or  his 
extraordinary  jurisdiction  in  chancery:  according  to  the  authority 
of  Judge  Story,  in  the  2d  vol.  of  his  Eq.  p.  431. 

In  the  case  of  the  Baptist  Association  v.  Hart's  Ex'ors,  previ- 
ously referred  to,  4  Wheat  37,  Judge  Marshall  sa3rs: 

^'There  seem  to  have  been  two  motives  for  enacting  the  statute: 
the  first,  and  greatest,  was  to  give  a  direct  remedy  to  the  party 
aggrieved,  who,  when  the  trust  was  vague,  had  no  certain  and 
safe  remedy  for  the  injury  sustained,  who  might  have  been  com- 
pletely defeated  by  any  compromise  between  the  heir  of  the 
Jeoffer  and  the  trustee;  and  who  had  no  means  of  compelling 
the  heir  to  perform  the  trust,  should  he  enter  for  the  condition 
broken.  The  second,  to  remove  the  doubts  which  existed,  whe- 
ther these  charitable  donations  were  included  within  the  previous 
pvohibitory  statute." 

We  have  no  trace,  says  Judge  Marshall,  in  any  book,  of  an  at- 
tempt, in  the  coiurt  of  chancery,  at  any  time  anterior  to  the  statute, 
to  enforce  one  of  these  vague  bequests  to  charitable  uses.  But 
we  have  reports  of  decisions  at  common  law,  which  notice  points 
referred  by  the  chancellor  to  the  judges.  Immediately  after  the 
passage  of  the  statute,  we  find  that  questions,  on  the  validity  of 
wills  containing  charitable  bequests,  were  propounded  to  and  de- 
cided by  the  law  judges. 

Collison's  case  was  decided  in  the  16th  of  James  I.,  only  seven- 
teen years  after  the  passage  of  the  act,  and  the  devise  was  de- 
clared to  be  void  at  law,  but  good  under  the  statute.  Two  years 
prior  to  this,  Griffith  Flood's  case,  reported  in  Hobart,  was  pro- 
pounded by  tfie  court  of  wards  to  the  judges;  and  in  that  case,  too, 
it  was  decided  that  the  will  was  void  at  law,  but  good  under  the 
statute. 

Had  the  court  of  chancery  taken  cc^^nizance,  before  the  statute, 
of  devises  and  bequests  to  charitable  uses,  which  were  void  at 
law,  similar  questions  must  have  arisen,  and  would  have  been 
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lefeirred  to  the  courts  of  law,  whose  decisions  on  them  wonld  be 
found  in  the  old  reports. 

Had  it  been  settled  before  the  statute  that  such  devises  were 
good,  because  the  use  was  charitable,  these  questions  could  not 
have  arisen  afterwards;  or,  had  they  arisen,  would  have  been  dif- 
ferently treated. 

Judge  Marshall,  in  the  same  case,  p.  39,  says,  that  the  earliest 
decisions  we  have  trace  the  peculiar  law  of  charities  to  the  stat- 
ute of  Elizabeth,  and  that  nothing  is  to  be  found  in  our  books  to 
justify  the  opinion  that  courts  of  chancery,  in  the  exercise  of  their 
ordinary  jurisdiction,  sustained,  anterior  to  that  statute,  bequests 
for  charitable  uses,  which  would  have  been  void  on  principles 
applicable  to  other  trusts,  and  that  the  practice  of  filing  an  infor- 
mation in  the  name  of  the  attorney  general,  i^  indeed,  such  a 
practice  existed  in  those  early  times,  might  very  well  grow  out  of 
the  prerogative  of  the  crown,  and  would  by  no  means  prove  that 
prior  to  the  statute  the  law  respecting  charities  was  what  it  has 
been  since;  and  we  have  the  testimony  of  Judge  Story  to  the  same 
point,  after  an  elaborate  review  of  all  the  English  cases,  in  3  Pe- 
ters, 493. 

Our  constitution,  (Judicial  Department,  articles  1  and  16,)  in 
conferring  jurisdiction  on  the  court  of  chancery,  uses  the  term 
equity.  But  on  this  point  there  can  be  no  question  in  an  Ameri- 
can court;  nor  could  there  be  in  England,  under  such  devises  and 
policy  as  ours. 

The  devises,  therefore,  being  void,  the  heirs  take,  notwithstand- 
ing, sa3rs  Kent,  that  the  testator  may  have  clearly  declared  his 
intention  to  disinherit  them.  4  Kent,  510.  The  estate  in  such 
case  must  descend  to  the  heirs,  if  it  be  not  legally  vested  elsewheze. 
Cowp.  Rep.  657;  7  Cow.  187;  2  WendaU,  1;  6  CJonn.  Rep.  292. 
The  Rev.  Code,  p.  40,  sees.  50  and  52,  however,  is  thought  to  be 
conclusive  on  this  point 

Whenever,  therefore,  the  intention  is  to  create  a  trust,  which 
cannot  be  disposed  of,  the  property  reverts  to  the  heirs  at  law,  or 
next  of  kin.    3  Amer.  Dig.  538. 

In  the  discussion  of  the  case  of  Jane  B.  Ross  et  aL  v.  Duncan 
&  Butler,  we  propose  to  establish: 

1.  That  the  devise  by  the  testatrix  of  her  slaves,  and  her  plan- 
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tation  called  Ridges,  to  her  executors,  in  secret  trust  and  confi- 
dence that  they  would  transport  the  slaves  to  Africa,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  effecting  their  emancipation,  and  sell  and  dispose  of  the 
plantation  to  defray  the  expense  and  provide  for  said  slaves  two 
years  in  Africa,  was  in  fraud  of  the  policy  and  laws  of  the  state, 
and  void,  and  that  the  trust  in  confidence  for  such  purposes  cannot 
be  executed  by  the  executors. 

II.  That  the  devises  of  the  plantation  and  slaves  to  the  execu- 
tors, was  in  secret  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  slaves,  who  cannot 
take  by  devise,  and  are  absolutely  void,  and  the  cestui  que  trust 
still  remain  slaves  by  the  laws  of  the  state, 

m.  That  the  said  devise  of  the  plantation  and  negroes  in  secret 
trust  and  confidence  being  a  premeditated  firaud  upon  the  laws  of 
the  state  to  avoid  her  policy,  and  the  residuary  devise  to  the  exec^ 
utors,  being  a  compensation  to  them,  and  upon  condition  that  they 
would  execute  the  will,  are  both  void,  and  descend  to  the  heirs 
at  law. 

lY.  That  it  is  competent  to  prove  said  secret  trusts  or  devises  in 
confidence  as  charged  in  the  bill,  by  parol,  and  other  extrinsic  evi- 
dence. < 

1.  Whether  a  gift  or  legacy  upon  trust  or  in  confidence  that  the 
donee  or  l^tee  would  hand  it  over  to  one  by  law  incompetent 
to  take,  is  very  particularly  considered  by  Pothier,  and  denied  to 
be,  in  conscience,  an  effective  and  binding  trust.  1  Traite  des 
Donationes  Partie,  chap.  2,  act  3.  2  Fonblanque's  Equity,  348* 
The  law  will  not  permit  secret  agreements  to  evade  what  upon 
grounds  of  public  policy  is  established.  6  Yesey,  69.  Lord  Eldon 
says,  the  policy  of  the  law  requires,  that  courts  of  justice  should* 
distinctly  state  that  it  is  incorrect  conduct  in  both  parties,  both  in 
him  who  projects  such  a  trust  or  purpose,  and  in  him  who  carries 
it  into  execution.  6  Yesey,  62,  58,  66-7-8-9,  in  point  9  Yesey, 
516,  is  in  like  manner  similar  to  the  case  under  consideration, 
being  a  bill  by  The  Heir  v.  The  Devisee,  all^[ing  that  a  devise 
was  upon  a  secret  trust  or  undertaking  for  charitable  purposes.  It 
would  be  singular,  says  Lord  Eldon  in  the  decision  of  that  case, 
if  the  court  would  protect  individuals,  and  would  not  act  to  pre- 
vent a  fraud  upon  the  law  itself.  9  Yesey,  519.  Numerous  how- 
ever, are  the  examples  that  might  be  adduced  to  illustrate  the  doe- 
YoL.  I.— 52 
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trine  of  equity  in  setiing  aside  agieements  and  acts  in  fmod  of 
the  policy  of  the  law.    1  Story's  Eq.  694.    The  reason  is^  tfiat 
the  public  interest  requires  that  relief  should  be  given,  and  it  is 
g}yea  to  the  public  through  the  party.    1  Story's  Eq.  297.    Gem* 
structive  frauds,  says  Judge  Story,  are  so  denominated  on  account 
of  their  being  contrary  to  some  general  public  policy,  or  fixed  arti- 
ficial policy  of  the  law.    By  being  contrary  to  public  policy  we 
are  to  understand,  that  in  the  sense  of  the  law  diey  are  injurious 
to  or  subversive  of  the  public  interest,  by  attempting  to  do  indi- 
rectly, what  the  law  has  prohibited  diiectly.    1  Story's  Equity, 
262,  sec.  260.    Newland  on  Contracts,  chap.  33,  page  469.    By 
the  seventy-fifth  section  of  the  Revised  Code,  p.  385,  it  is  declared 
that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  person  being  the  owner  of 
slaves  to  emancipate  tfiem  by  last  will  and  testam^it  or  other- 
wise,  unless  it  is  proven  to  the  sadsfiiction  of  the  general  assembly 
that  such  slave  or  slaves  hath  done  and  performed  some  merito- 
rious act  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner,  or  some  distinguished  ser- 
vice for  the  benefit  of  the  state;  and  without  the  sanction  of  the 
legislature,  the  act  of  emancipation  is  void.    Such  is  Ae  policy  of 
the  laws  of  this  state,  evidenced  by  the  above  recited  act^*  and  fur- 
nishes conclusive  evidence  to  the  court,  not  only  of  the  law  but 
of  the  public  policy  of  the  state.    An  instrument  of  emancipation 
must  conform  to  the  laws  of  the  country  where  the  emancipator 
was  domiciled,  or  it  is  void;  and  such  is  the  principle  settled  in  1 
Randolph,  23-4;  Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  215-16-17-18>19 ; 
and  the  case  in  6  Randolph,  shows  that  an  attempt  to  onanci^ 
pate  contrary  to  the  laws  in  force  at  the  time,  is  void,  although  a 
trust  was  created  to  support  it,  as  in  the  present  case.    No  state 
is  under  any  obligation  to  give  effect  to  any  acts  of  parties  which 
contravene  its  own  policy  and  laws.    2  Story's  Eq.  429.    Story^ 
Conflict  of  Laws,  sec.  98,  page  106,  says,  that  no  state  will  suffer 
its  own  citizens  to  evade  the  operation  of  its  own  fundamental 
policy  or  laws,  or  to  commit  frauds  in  violation  of  them.    As  the 
testatrix,  Mrs.  Reed,  could  not  by  the  laws  of  this  state,  free  her 
slaves  in  Mississippi,  she  attempted  to  do  it  indirectly,  by  devising 
them  in  trust  or  confidence  to  her  executors,  to  transport  to  Afiica 
for  the  purpose  of  colonizing  them  there,  which  being  in  fraud  of 
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I  and  plantation  descend  to  the  heirs. 

Personal  property  is  undoubtedly  subject  to  that  law,  in  point 

)  of  distribution,  which  governs  the  owner,  that  is,  to  the  law  of 

the  country  in  which  the  owner  is  domiciled :  real  property,  to 
the  "fear  foczm«te,»  2  Kent,  344;  2  Bos.  &  Pul.  229;  3  Ves. 
198 ;  6  lb.  760 ;  3  Cranch,  319 ;  1  Binney,  336;  3  Johnson's  Ch. 
Rep.  210 ;  1  Mason,  408 ;  4  Greenlea^  134.  Otherwise  to  allow 
the  testator,  says  Kent,  to  interfere  with  the  established  rules  of 
law,  would  be  to  permit  every  man  to  make  a  law  for  himseli^ 
and  thus  disturb  the  metes  and  bounds  of  property,  4  Kent,  620. 
The  object  of  the  devise  to  the  executors,  being  in  confidence 
that  they  would  transport  the  slaves  to  Africa  to  be  colonized  as 
free  persons,  to  avoid  the  laws  and  policy  of  this  state,  and  sell 
and  dispose  of  the  plantation  for  their  benefit,  is  void,  and  the 
executors  cannot  transport  them  to  Africa  in  derogation  of  the 
rights  of  the  heirs,  which  have  become  vested,  and  thereby  con- 
travene the  whole  policy  of  the  state,  2  Stbry's  Equity,  ^ ;  3 
Peters,  497-498.  Thus  where  a  legacy  was  given  in  England, 
in  trust  for  certain  nunneries  in  foreign  countries,  it  was  held 
void,  4  Yes.  434,  (note) ;  and  in  like  manner,  when  a  pecuniary 
legacy  was  given  for  such  purposes  as  the  superior  of  a  foreign 
convent  should  judge  expedient,  it  was  held  void,  6  Yesey,  667. 
The  bequests  in  both  cases  being  for  Roman  Catholic  establish- 
ments, which  was  against  the  policy  and  laws  of  England. 

That  a  deed,  says  C.  J.  Boyle,  or  other  instrument,  purporting  c(a 
its  face  to  do  an  act  that  is  prohibited  by  law,  cannot  be  valid,  nor 
constitute  a  medium  through  which  a  right  can  be  decreed,  is  a 
proposition  too  evident  to  admit  of  controversy.  The  end  beiqg 
interdicted,  the  means  for  its  accomplishment  must  be  considered 
illegal  and  void,  2  Bibb^  68.  It  is  evident  that  the  executors 
themselves  cannot  take  the  property,  because  it  was  devised  to 
them  in  confidence,  that  they  would  carry  out  the  design  of  the 
testatrix,  by  fireeing  and  colonizing  the  slaves  in  Africa,  and  dis- 
pose of  the  real  estate  to  defray  the  expense  of  transportation,  and 
provide  for  them  two  years  in  Liberia.  The  executors  therefore* 
must  receive  it  upon  that  condition,  or  they  cannot  receive  it  upon 
any.    To  attempt  to  hold  it  individually,  would  be  a  fraud  upon 
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the  latr,  a  fraud  upon  the  testatrix,  a  fraud  upon  the  heirs,  a  fraud 
upon  the  slaves  themselves,  and  violate  every  known  principle  of 
law ;  and  it  is  believed  that  they  never  intended  it. 

In  the  case  of  Strickland  v,  Aldridge,  Lord  Eldon  fully  sustains 
tfiis  principle,  9  Yesey,  619.  Also  in  the  case  of  Muckleston  v. 
Brown,  6  Vesey,  62 ;  and  in  Corbyn  v.  French,  4  Vesey,  419, 
Lord  Eldon  maintained  the  same  doctrine.  Judge  Story,  in  his 
Equity,  2  vol.  427,  says,  that  if  the  testator  means  to  create  a 
trust,  and  the  trust  is  not  effectually  created  or  fails,  the  next  of 
kin  must  take.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  party  selected  to  make 
the  distribution  is  to  take  it,  it  must  be  upon  the  ground  that  the 
testator  did  not  intend  to  create  a  trust,  but  to  leave  it  entirely  to 
the  discretion  of  the  party  to  apply  the  fund  or  not  The  latter 
position,  says  Judge  Story,  is  repugnant  to  the  very  purposes  of 
the  bequest,  and  therefore  the  interpretation  is,  that  it  is  the  case 
of  a  frustrated  and  void  trust,  2  Story's  Equity,  428 ;  1  Turn.  & 
Russ.  260-270.  But  nothing,  I  apprehend,  is  more  &miliar  than 
the  doctrine  in  relation  to  contracts :  and  it  is  laid  down  that  he 
who  takes  by  devise  takes  by  purchase.  If  the  executors  in- 
tended to  claim  the  property  devised  to  them  in  confid^c^  indi- 
vidually as  their  own,  they  ought  to  have  disabused  the  confi- 
dence of  the  testatrix  by  letting  her  know  that  they  would  not 
execute  the  trust.  It  is  an  ancient  and  well  settled  principle,  that 
whenever  auppressio  verij  or  auggestio  falsi  occur,  they  afford 
sufficient  ground  to  set  aside  any  conveyance  or  rdease,  13  Peters; 
36.  The  same  principle  is  also  expressed  with  sententious  bre- 
vity by  Judge  Story,  in  1  Story's  Equity,  201-2.  Hence  it  fol- 
lows, that  at  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  her  negroes  and  land 
were  undevised  to  any  devisee  who  could  legally  take :  and  it  is 
equally  clear  that  they  were  slaves  by  the  laws  of  the  state  at  the 
death  of  Mrs.  Reed,  and  being  not  otherwise  legally  disposed  o^ 
vested  immediately  in  the  next  of  kin.  4  Wheaton,  28,  and  Rev. . 
Code,  p.  41,  42,  sec.  60  and  62,  are  conclusive  on  this  subject. 

Nothing  is  thought  to  be  more  incorrect,  both  m  theory  and  in 
practice,  than  the  idea  that  the  devises  in  the  present  case  are 
directed  to  be  executed  in  a  foreign  country,  and  as  r^ards  the 
laws  and  policy  of  this  state,  extra  territorium :  consequently 
that  they  can  be  legally  executed.    The  principle  is  well  settiedj 
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^  that  when  the  object  of  a  devise  is  to  be  executed  in  a  Cnreign 

^  country,  it  mufit  not  be  against  the  pubUc  policy  of  the  laws  of  the 

state  where  it  is  sought  to  be  enforced,  or  the  courts  will  declare  it 
,  void.    2  Story's  Equity,  429;  6  Yesey,  667;  De  Phemines  v.  De 

Boureva],  5  Russ.  292,  297.  The  persons  who  are  named  to  exe- 
cute the  devises  in  the  present  case,  reside  in  this  state,  and  there 
18  no  person  or  persons  named  in  the  foreign  country  to  execute 
them. 

2d.  The  devises  of  the  plantation  and  slaves  in  secret  trust  or 
confidence  to  the  executors,  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  slaves  them- 
selves, being  indirectly  a  devise  of  their  freedom,  and  the  plantar 
tion  in  trust  for  them.  That  slaves  cannot  take  either  by  devise, 
descent,  or  purchase,  has  been  settled  by  the  High  Court  of  Errors 
and  Appeals  of  this  state,  in  the  case  of  Thomas  Hinds  v.  Henry 
Brazeale  et  al  2  Howard,  836 ;  and  John  W.  Tick  v.  John  H» 
McDaniel,  3  Howard,  337;  and  such  is  the  weight  of  authority  in 
the  other  states,  3  Amer.  Dig.  479.  A  devise  for  the  maintenance 
of  slaves,  is  void. 

In  the  case  of  Byimm  v.  Boswich,  4  Desauss.  260,  the  court 
decided,  that  a  bequest  of  slaves  to  a  trustee,  with  directions  to 
liberate  them,  was  void,  being  in  opposition  to  the  provisions  of  an 
act  of  South  Carolina,  which  forbids  emancipation  in  any  othtf 
way  than  by  deed  executed  in  the  lifetime  of  the  master,  a  certain 
time  before  his  death,  and  in  a  particular  form.  And  in  Cunnii^- 
ham  V,  Cunningham,  1  Taylor,  209,  the  court  decided  that  a 
devise  for  the  maintenance  of  slaves  was  void,  3  Amer.  Dig.  480; 
and  in  Haywood  v.  McCraven,  2  Carolina  Law  Repository,  557, 3 
Amer.  Dig.  638,  where  the  testator  bequeathed  to  his  executors, 
after  the  death  of  his  sister,  his  slaves  in  trust  to  have  them  set 
freo^  and  also  devised  to  his  executors  real  and  personal  estate  for 
the  use  of  his  slaves :  it  was  held  void  by  the  court,  as  being  con- , 
trary  to  the  policy  of  the  law,  and  that  wherever  the  intention 
'i^as  to  create  a  trust  that  could  not  be  disposed  of,  the  property 
reverted  to  the  heirs  at  law  or  next  of  kin ;  and  that  a  devise  dT 
land,  to  be  rented  out  for  the  maintenance  of  slaves  was  void  also. 
3  American  Digoit,  479.  In  the  case  of  Moees  v.  Denigree,  6 
Randolph,  561,  and  3  Amer.  Dig.  499,  it  was  decided  that  a  deed 
of  emancipation  executed  in  1781,  (at  which  time  emancipatioii 
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was  not  pennitted  except  in  certain  cases)  although  it  directed  the 
emancipation  to  commence  when  the  slaves  should  come  of  age 
in  1796,  was  absolutely  void,  notwithstanding  the  law  had  been 
so  changed  in  the  mean  time  as  to  admit  of  emancipation.  If  the 
slaves  had  been  manumitted  conditionally  to  have  their  freedom 
when  the  laws  would  permit,  it  seems  it  would  have  been  good ; 
and  such  is  the  case  in  2  Call.  319,  cited  by  the  appellees.  No 
authority  can  be  found  to  authorize  a  slave  to  take  by  devise,  des- 
cent, or  purchase,  or  to  be  a  cestui  que  trust. 

It  is  a  universal  and  undoubted  maxim  in  law,  that  a  legacy 
must  vest  and  take  effect  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  or  be  void 
at  that  time,  and  the  right  vest  in  another.  3  Peters,  497;  Ambler 
636,  640.  In  whom  then  did  Mrs.  Reed's  slaves  vest  at  the  time 
of  her  death?  for  if  they  did  not  legally  vest  elsewhere,  they  des- 
cend to  the  heirs  at  law.  They  could  not  vest  in  the  executors 
individually  in  their  own  right,  because  they  were  devised  to  them 
in  trust,  and  they  must  execute  the  trust  or  they  descend  to  die 
heirs.  2  Story's  Eq.  427.  They  could  not  vest  in  the  executors 
as  trustees,  because  those  for  whose  use  they  were  devised,  were, 
at  the  dea^  of  Mrs.  iteed,  and  still  are,  slaves  themselves;  and  a 
trust  for  one  in  law  incapable  of  taking  is  void.  2  Fonblanque, 
326;  6  Yes.  62,  64. 

These  principles  are  incontrovertible,  and  settle  the  whole  ques- 
tion involved  in  this  case : 

1st  No  person  can  deny  that  the  one  hundred  and  twenty-three 
negroes  were  slaves  at  the  death  of  Mrs.  Reed,  and  still  remain  so 
by  the  laws  of  this  state. 

2d.  No  person  can  contend  that  they  vested  in  Ae  executors  in 
fee:  and 

3d.  No  person  can  contend  that  they  vested  in  the  executors  as 
trustees  for  the  slaves  themselves,  because  slaves  cannot  be  cestui 
que  trusty  nor  take  by  devise.  In  whom  then  did  they  vest? 
The  conclusion  is  irresistible  and  the  principle  immutable,  that 
such  a  devise,  at  the  death  of  Mrs.  Reed,  was  void,  and  that  the 
slaves  descend  to  the  heirs. 

These  principles,  passed  over  by  the  chancellor  sub  silentio^  are 
thought  to  destroy  the  whole  basis  and  fiibric  of  his  opinion.  He 
pays  in  his  opinion,  in  substance,  that  Mrs.  Reed  could,  while  liv- 
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ing,  have  sent  her  slaves  to  Africa,  and  that  no  one  had  a  right 
to  question  it.  He  then  draws  the  conclusion,  that  whatever 
would  have  been  a  legal  disposition  of  property  by  a  person  while 
living,  would  be  equally  lawful  when  disposed  of  by  will.  Such 
a  conclusion  is  a  non  sequitur^  and  violates  the  best  settled  max- 
ims of  the  law.  The  76th  section  of  the  Revised  Code,  386,  has 
reference  solely  to  the  owner  or  owners  of  slaves  while  living, 
acting  in  propria  persona^  and  not  to  the  executors  or  trustees. 
With  the  owner  dies  the  power  tp  emancipate,  even  for  merito- 
rious or  distinguished  services;  and  although  Mrs.  Reed  might 
have  sent  her  slaves  to  Africa  while  living,  yet  she  did  not  do 
80,  but  died,  leaving  them  in  the  state,  and  slaves  by  the  laws  of 
the  state. 

The  principle,  then,  that  personal  property,  in  point  of  distribu- 
tion, is  governed  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  the  owner  was 
domiciled,  is  unquestioned:  and  the  principle,  that  a  devise  l^al- 
ly  vests  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  or  is  void  and  descends  to 
the  heirs,  is  also  unquestioned.  Mrs.  Reed's  slaves,  as  before 
remarked,  could  not  vest,  at  her  death,  in  her  executors:  because 
they  were  devised  to  them  in  trust,  for  the  benefit  of  the  slaves. 
Neither  could  they  vest  in  them  as  trustees,  because  the  cesttd 
que  trust  were  slaves,  and  could  not  take.  How  then  does  it  fol- 
low, that  the  executors  can  do  whatever  Mrs.  Reed  might  have 
done?  The  law  shows  most  clearly  that  the  rights  of  property 
have  been  changed,  and  a  different  set  of  principles  apply,  and 
Aat  the  executors  cannot  do  what  Mrs.  Reed  could  have  done 
while  living.  This  change  of  being,  from  the  living  to  the  dead, 
and  consequent  change  of  principles  that  attach,  also  destroy  the 
other  conclusions  drawn  by  the  chancellor  in  his  opinion,  to  wit: 
That  the  legislature  intended  the  prohibition  to  emancipate  to 
extend  only  to  cases  in  the  state  where  the  slaves  were  to  re- 
main, and  ^at  Mississippi  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  emancipa- 
tion of  slaves  elsewhere,  and  does  not  assume  police  jurisdiction 
beyond  her  own  limits;  that  it  was  difficult  to  perceive  how  an 
act  done  in  Liberia,  according  to  its  laws,  could  violate  the  laws 
of  this  state.  It  is  sufficient  to  answer  all  these  conclusions  by  a 
leference  to  the  foregoing  principles,  and  that  the  slaves  are  the 
slaves  of  a  dead  person,  found  in  the  state  and  subjqpt  to  her 
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kws,  and  that  by  those  laws,  and  the  uniyensal  wMfc^iwi*  of  the 
oommon  law,  the  rights  of  the  heirs  attach  and  become  vested, 
whilst  the  negroes  are  still  slaves,  and  within  the  state,  and  sob- 
ject  to  her  laws. 

And  although  it  mig^t  have  been  difficult  (as  supposed  by  the 
chancellor,}  to  perceive  how  an  act  done  in  Liberia,  according  to 
its  laws,  could  involve  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  this  state,  yet 
when  the  act  is  done  in  this  state  the  perception  is  clear.  If  ^be 
slaves  of  Mrs.  Reed  are  entitled  to  their  freedom,  it  is  by  virtue 
of  her  last  will  and  testament,  executed  in  the  state,  by  one  domi- 
ciled and  subject  to  her  laws.  If  the  will  is  a  valid  instrument, 
it  derives  its  validity  from  the  laws  of  MississippL  The  right, 
therefore,  to  freedom,  has  become  vested  by  the  laws  of  the  state, 
and  Mrs.  Reed  has  succeeded  in  freeing  her  slaves  by  last  will 
and  testament,  in  the  state  of  Mississippi,  according  to  the  pro- 
cess of  reasoning  adopted  by  the  chancellor,  notwithstanding  the 
law  says,  that  no  person  shall,  by  last  will  and  testament,  emanci- 
pate, &c.  Can  such  things  be?  Can  pure  water  thus  be  drawn 
fiom  an  impure  fountain?  The  germs  of  freedom,  according  lo 
such  superficial  reasoning,  have  been  sown  in  Mississippi  and  nur- 
tored  by  her  policy  and  laws.  If  the  slaves  have  not  been  Ie> 
gaily  emancipated  by  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Mrs.  Reed, 
under  the  laws  of  the  state,  they  constitute  property,  and  not 
having  been  devised  to  the  executors  in  their  own  right,  must  de- 
scend to  the  heirs. 

You  cannot,  according  to  the  well  settled  maxims  of  law,  do 
indirectly  what  the  law  has  prohibited  directly;  and  the  law  cer- 
tainly has  directly  prohibited  emancipation  by  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, except  for  meritorious  or  distinguished  services,  to  be  ap- 
proved and  sanctioned  by  the  legislature. 

But  again,  it  is  conceived  that  the  chancellor  has  mistaken  the 
rule  of  law,  in  saying,  that  the  right  to  dispose  of  property  by 
will,  is  as  broad  and  comprehensive  as  the  right  of  disposition 
while  living;  and  that  whatever  would  be  a  legal  disposition  of  « 
person's  property  while  living,  would  be  equally  lawful  when 
disposed  of  by  last  will  and  testament  A  few  examples  vrSl 
illustrate  this  error. .  For  instance,  a  man  may  convey,  bonm 
Jide^  all  hjs  personal  property,  while  living,  without  any  proviaioft 
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for  his  wife.  Tet  if  he  does  it  by  last  will  and  testament,  it 
is  void  so  far  as  the  dower  of  the  wife  is  concerned.  Again:  he 
may  convey,  bona  fide^  while  living,  all  his  estate,  without  pro- 
viding for  his  creditors;  yet  if  he  does  it  by  will,  it  is  void  so  &r 
as  it  rqpards  the  rights  of  creditors.  In  fine,  it  is  thought  that 
there  is  no  analogy  between  the  two  powers  of  disposition. 
Again:  it  is  said,  bodi  by  the  chancellor  and  by  the  counsel  for  the 
appellees,  that  the  law  prohibiting  emancipation,  applies  only  to 
cases  where  the  fireedom  is  to  take  place  in  the  state,  and  not  to 
cases  where  it  is  directed  to  take  place  in  another  country,  and 
(hat  in  such  case  it  violates  neither  the  laws  nor  the  policy  of  the 
state.  If  the  freedom  of  slaves,  owned  and  domiciled  in  Missis* 
sippi,  takes  place  by  virtue  of  a  will  executed  in  the  state,  and 
the  laws  of  the  state  prohibit  emancipation  by  will,  it  would  be 
strange  indeed  if  it  did  not  violate  those  laws,  although  the  free- 
dom was  to  be  enjoyed  in  another  country:  and  still  more  strange 
would  be  the  anomaly,  if  it  did  not  violate  her  policy. 

The  principle  here  laid  down  by  the  chancellor,  and  by  the 
counsel  for  the  appellees,  if  true,  would  destroy  the  law  as  a  sci- 
ence, which  is  said  to  be  the  perfection  of  human  reason.  But, 
alas!  how  imperfect  must  be  the  code  of  human  reason  if  an  act, 
prohibited  by  law,  can  be  committed  with  impunity  by  a  citizen 
amenable  to  the  law;  and  the  validity  of  the  act  prohibited  by  lawi 
be  upheld  by  the  violated  law  itself.  For  the  validity  of  the  de- 
vises must  unquestionably,  and  beyond  all  doubt,  be  tested  by  the 
laws  of  Mississippi,  and  within  the  state,  where  they  have  full 
force  and  operation,  and  that,  too,  without  regard  to  other  coun- 
tries, or  the  laws  of  other  countries,  with  which  the  courts  of  this 
state  have  nothing  to  do. 

Slaves  constitute  a  portion  of  the  vested  wealth  and  taxable 
property  of  the  state.  Without  them  her  lands  are  worthless. 
Would  it  not  therefore  be  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  state,  to 
part  with  this  vested  wealth,  this  source  of  revenue,  with  that 
which  alone  renders  her  soil  valuable. 

Again,  would  it  not  be  productive  of  mischief,  and  would  it  not 
be  spreading  a  dangerous  influence  among  the  slave  population  of 
the  country,  for  the  slaves  of  the  whole  plantations  to  acquire 
their  freedom,  take  leave  of  the  country  and  make  their  departure. 
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poroclaimiiig  liberty  for  themaelves  and  their  posterity  ?  Would 
this  not  render  the  other  slaves  of  the  country  dissatisfied,  lefno- 
tory,  and  rebellious  ?  Would  it  not  lead  to  insubordination  and 
insurrection  ?  And  if  so,  would  it  not  be  contrsry  to  the  policy 
of  the  law?  So  certain  as  die  heavens  afford  indicatioDs  of  the 
coming  storm,  so  certain  will  scenes  of  blood  be  the  concomitants 
of  such  testamentary  dispositions  in  this  state.  And  yet  it  is  said 
diat  the  colony  of  Liberia  is  an  object  worthy  of  all  philanthropic 
encouragement  What !  that  germ  whence  spring  the  elements 
of  discord  and  dissatisfaction  among  the  slaves  of  the  country — 
that  nucleus  that  fosters  insubordination  and  leads  to  insurrection 
— that  institution  from  which  reverend  agents  thrust  themselves 
among  the  slave  population  of  the  country,  and  proclaim  the 
advantages  and  blessings  of  Liberia;  for  it  is  chai^^  in  the  bill 
that  some  such  persons  visited  Mrs.  Reed.  Such  a  cdony  may 
indeed  be  an  object  worthy  of  all  onnmendation  and  encourage- 
ment to  some  persons,  but  it  can  never  be  so,  to  the  peaceable 
citizens  of  a  slave4ioIding  state. 

Slavery,  as  it  exists  in  this  country,  did  not  exist  at  common 
law,  and  therefore  the  right  to  emancipate  at  common  law  has  no 
application. 

3.  That  the  devises  being  void,  the  heirs  take,  says  Kent,  not- 
withstanding the  testator  may  have  clearly  declared  his  intention 
to  disinherit  them.  4  Kent,  610.  The  estate  in  such  case  must 
descend  to  the  heirs,  if  it  be  not  legally  vested  elsewhere.  Gow- 
per's  Reports,  667 ;  7  Cowen,  187 ;  2  Wendell,  1 ;  6  Gowen,  292. 
The  Revised  Code,  p.  40,  sec  60  and  62,  however,  is  thought  to 
be  conclusive  on  this  subject  Whenever  the  intention  is  to  create 
a  trust  which  cannot  be  disposed  o^  the  property  reverts  to  the 
heirs  at  law  or  next  of  kin.    3  Amer.  Dig.  638. 

4.  That  it  is  competent  to  prove  said  secret  trust  or  devises  in 
confidence,  as  chaiged  in  the  bill,  by  parol  or  other  extrinsic  eti- 
dence,  is  a  proposition  too  clear  to  admit  of  doubt.  But  it  cannot 
be  denied  nor  disguised,  that  the  letter  marked  exhibit  D.,  cansA- 
tutes  the  will  of  the  testatrix;  in  other  words,  that  it  is  a  paper 
signed  by  the  testatrix  at  the  same  time  of  executing  the  will  and 
delivered  to  the  executors,  declaring  the  trust;  and  we  are  bound 
to  look  upon  the  letter  as  the  genuine  will,  which  requires  no 
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\  further  proof.    One  proposition  may  be  received  as  a  standing 

li  rule,  that  any  thing  in  writing  decisively  marking  the  intention  to 

I  create  a  trust,  will  be  eflfectual  without  a  formal  declaration,  either 

I  as  a  virtual  declaration  to  satisfy  the  statute,  or  as  the  implication 

I  of  a  trust  upon  grounds  of  equitable  construction  to  put  the  case 

I  within  the  exception;  to  which  we  may  add  that  althou^  the 

I  principal  instrument  be  without  either  expression  or  implication 

t  of  a  trust,  yet  a  precedent,  subsequent,  or  accompanying  instru* 

ment,  may  make  the  trust  manifest,  though  itself  no  formal  de- 
claration.   Bx)berts  on  Fraud,  96 ;  Bamell  v.  Joy,  16  Mass.  221 ; 
Roberts  on  Fraud,  101.    In  the  case  of  Primmer  v.  Bayne,  7  Yes. 
618,  Lord  Eldon  says,  that  the  sum  and  substance  of  all  the 
authorities,  is,  that  all  parol  declarations,  whether  made  before,  at, 
or  after  the  making  of  the  will,  were  alike  admissible  to  rebut  the 
presumptions,  though  they  are  not  all  alike  weighty  and  effica- 
cious; whether  they  consist  of  conversations  with  people  who 
have  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  of  declarations  provoked  by 
impertinent  inquiries,  or  in  whatever  form  they  may  arise,  they 
are  all  evidence,  though  entitled  to  very  different  credit  and 
weight,  according  to  the  times  and  circumstances.    Roberts  on 
Fraud,  71, 72.    A  voluntary  acknowledgment  of  trust  will  dis- 
pense with  the  written  proof,  and  equity  has  compelled  the  ac- 
knowledgment of  a  trust  by  parol,  though  the  statute  of  fraud  was 
relied  on.    Chan.  Dig.  490 ;  1  McCk>rd,  119.    In  chancery,  parol 
or  extrinsic  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  fraud  or  to  correct 
mistakes.    1  Johnson's  Chan.  Rep.  694;  1  Day,  139;  1  Bay,  247; 
3  Hen.  and  Mun.  144,  288;  2  Johns.  Chan.  Rep.  274, 686.    When 
fraud  is  allured  in  the  bill,  and  the  evidence  goes  to  establish  it, 
the  statute  of  frauds  is  very  properly  put  out  of  the  question,  since 
the  object  of  the  evidence  is  not  to  contradict  the  instrument,  but 
to  raise  an  equity  dehors  the  instrument  in  contravention  of  a  pur- 
pose, which  no  law  or  statute  will  be  suffered  to  assist  or  protect 
Roberts  on  Frauds,  80;  1  Atkyns,  447.    Any  declaration  in  ^vriting 
made  by  the  grantee  or  assignee  of  property,  at  any  time  after  the 
conveyance,  is  competent  proof  that  the  property  is  held  in  trust; 
and  letters  or  other  papers,  however  informal,  are  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute such  declaration.    4  Amer.  Dig.  291;  16  Mass.  221.    The 
objection  that  a  trust  cannot  legally  exist  without  a  declaration  in 


628  SUPERIOR  COURT 

Rom  end  Rom  v.  Dimetti  c^  aiL»  and  nme  o.  YertMr  e#  oL 

writing,  signed  by  the  party  who  holds  the  legel  estate,  does  not 
)Bipply  to  secret  trusts  and  confidences,  enacted  for  the  purpose  of 
d^eating  or  delaying  creditors,  which  may  always  be  proved  by 
parol,  and  when  so  proved,  render  wholly  inoperative  tlie  foimal 
transactions  which  have  been  adopted  for  such  purposes  by  the 
parties.  4  Amer.  Dig.  649,  561;  12  Mass.  26;  Walker's  Rep.  197; 
3  Am.  Chan.  Dig.  402. 

By  a  short  review  of  the  principal  authorities  cited  by  the  ap- 
pellees, it  will  be  found  that  they  have  little  or  no  bearing  on  the 
case  under  consideration.    The  case  of  McCutchen  et  aL  v.  Mar- 
shall et  al.^  referred  to  in  8  Peters,  220,  is  thought  to  have  no 
relation  whatever  to  the  case  before  the  court    By  the  act<tf 
North  Carolina,  of  1777,  chapter  6,  section  2,  which  was  in  force 
in  Tennessee,  no  n^;ro  could  be  set  free  except  for  meritorious 
services,  to  be  adjudged  of  and  allowed  by  the  court    The  act  of 
Tennessee  of  1801,  chap.  27,  sec.  1,  modified  the  former  laws  and 
allowed  the  owner  of  slaves  to  petition  the  county  court  in  all 
cases,  setting  forth  the  intention  and  motive  for  such  emancipa- 
tion, without  any  restriction  as  to  meritorious  services.    8  Peters, 
238.    The  act  of  1829,  chap.  29,  makes  it  the  duty  of  an  executor 
or  administrator,  with  the  will  annexed,  when  a  testator  had  by 
his  will  directed  slaves  to  be  set  firee,  to  petition  the  county  court 
accordingly;  and  if  the  executor  and  administrator  Med  or  refused 
to  do  so,  the  slaves  are  authorized  to  file  a  bill  for  their  freedom  in 
chancery.    8  Peters,  240.    The  county  court  was  authorized  to 
allow  the  emancipation;  full  jurisdiction  was  given  to  the  court; 
the  court  allowed  the  emancipation;  and,  say  the  court,  the  laws 
of  Tennessee  fully  authorize  the  emancipation  of  slaves  in  the 
manner  provided  by  the  will  of  Patrick  McCutchen. 

If  the  laws  of  Tennessee  sanctioned  the  mode,  who  had  a  right 
to  complain?  Our  statute  prohibits  emancipation  except  for  dis- 
tinguished or  meritorious  services,  and  reserves  the  right  of  judg- 
ing of  such  services  to  the  legislature  only. 

The  case  of  Fisher  v.  Dobbs,  6  Yerger,  119,  is  much  relied  on 
by  the  appellees,  as  being  in  point,  because  the  court  refused  to 
emancipate  without  requiring  bond  and  security  that  the  eman- 
cipated slaves  should  not  only  be  sent  out  of  the  state,  but  oat  of 
the  United  States,  to  wit :  to  Africa. 
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The  act  of  Tennessee  of  1831,  c.  62,  required  slaves  upon  being 
emancipated,  to  be  removed  beyond  the  limits  of  the  state :  and 
the  court  in  their  decision  went  further,  and  required  them  to  be 
sent  out  of  the  United  States,  to  wit :  to  Africa.  It  would  be  dif* 
ficult  to  perceive  upon  what  principle  this  Tennessee  case  could 
apply  to  the  one  under  consideration.  The  acts  of  the  legisla- 
ture of  that  state,  authorized  the  court,  on  petition,  to  emancipate 
without  restriction,  and  leaves  the  question  to  the  discretion  of 
the  court.  There  is  no  analogy  between  the  statutes  of  Tenne9- 
see  and  Mississippi.  Our  statute  prohibits  emancipation  undef 
all  circumstances,  except  for  distinguished  or  meritorious  services, 
and  reserves  the  right  6f  judging  of  the  service  to  the  legislature. 

The  case  of  Blackman  d&  Hadley  v.  Negro  Phil,  7  Yerger,  462^ 
is  another  barren  decision  under  the  Tennessee  statute;  and  il 
would  be  hard  to  perceive  what  bearing  it  could  have  upon  the 
present  case.  Phil  had  been  sold  by  Hadley,  and  conveyed  by 
bill  of  sale  and  delivered  to  Latimon,  in  Tennessee,  who  after- 
wards took  him  to  Illinois,  and  there,  being  the  owner  of  Phil, 
emancipated  him.  Phil  afterwards  returned  to  Tennessee,  and 
long  afterwards,  and  after  the  death  of  Hadley,  his  former  owner, 
Hadley's  representatives  seized  on  Phil  as  a  slave,  and  the  couit 
decided  that  by  the  deed  of  emancipation  in  Illinois,  Phil  acquired 
his  freedom. 

The  case  referred  to  in  1  Bibb,  422,  is  another  reference  in 
which  we  are  unable  to  perceive  the  bearing.  It  was  on  a  spe- 
cial contract  for  freedom  according  to  the  laws  of  Kentucky, 
proved,  say  the  court,  beyond  a  doubt :  and  the  court  said,  "  the 
contract  in  itself  was  not  forbidden  by  any  political  institution, 
but  was  in  unison  with  the  dictates  of  natural  rights."  1  Bibb,  424. 

The  case  of  Pleasants  v.  Pleasants,  cited  by  the  appellees  in  2 
Call,  319  and  357,  and  in  the  Law  of  Slavery,  314,  in  like  manner 
has  little  or  no  perceptible  bearing  on  the  question  before  the 
court.  It  was  a  devise  by  the  testator,  of  his  slaves  to  his  son, 
on  condition  that  he  allowed  them  to  be  firee  at  the  age  of  thirty 
years,  if  the  laws  of  the  land  would  admit  of  it :  and  the  court 
held  that  the  limitations  were  good,  in  the  event  of  such  a  law 
being  passed,  while  the  slaves  remained  in  the  family.  The  case 
is  reviewed  in  6  Randolph,  661,  where  the  court  say,  that  in  the 
Vol.  I.— «3 
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case  of  Pleasants  v,  Pleasants,  the  court  carried  the  law  far 
enough,  although  it  violated  no  statute :  and  that  a  deed  of  eman- 
cipation of  slaves  executed  in  1781,  declaring  the  slaves  free 
when  they  should  arrive  at  full  age,  which  would  be  in  1796,  was 
void  by  the  act  of  1723,  notwithstanding  that  previous  to  1796, 
the  law  had  been  changed  so  as  to  admit  of  emancipation.  Law 
of  Slavery,  311. 

The  will  in  case  of  McCall,  say  the  court,  merely  directed  that 
the  slaves  should  have  their  freedom  whenever  the  laws  would 
permit  it,  and  created  a  trust  to  support  the  devise.  How  very 
different  to  the  present  case?  and  consequently  no  authority. 

The  case  of  Rush's  representatives  v.  While  and  wife,  3  Mon- 
roe, 104,  is  another  reference  to  an  authority  by  the  appellees 
wliich  settles  no  point  involved  in  the  present  case.  It  was  the 
case  of  a  slave  having  gone  to  reside  in  the  North  Western  T^- 
ritory,  now  state  of  Ohio,  with  the  consent  of  the  owner.  By 
the  laws  of  Kentucky,  and  an  act  of  1800,  slaves  may  be  eman- 
cipated by  an  instrument  in  writing  not  under  seal,  made  by  a 
master  eighteen  years  of  age,  without  any  restriction  whatever. 
The  case  of  Hunter  v,  Pulcher,  1  Lee,  172,  cited  by  the  appel- 
lees, was  tried  in  Virginia,  under  the  laws  of  Maryland,  which 
enacts,  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  bring  a  slave  into  the  stale, 
either  for  sale  or  residence :  and  that  a  slave  brought  in  contrary 
to  the  act  shall  be  free,  6  Randolph,  131.  It  appeared  in  evi- 
dence, that  the  master  took  his  slave  from  Virginia  to  Maryland, 
and  resided  there  with  him  for  twelve  years,  and  then  returned 
to  Vii^inia,  when  the  court  adjudged  him  to  be  free  under  the 
laws  of  Maryland.    Law  of  Slavery,  329. 

Of  such  like  character,  are  all  the  authorities  referred  to  by  the 
appellees,  not  one  of  which  is  thought  to  have  any  bearing  on  the 
case  under  consideration. 

The  question  before  the  court  is  by  no  means  a  novel  one  in 
this  state.  In  the  case  of  Brazeale  v.  Hinds,  2  Howard,  836,  the 
court  decided  that  ''no  owner  can  emancipate  his  slave  but  by  a 
deed  or  will  properly  attested  or  acknowledged  in  court,  and 
proof  to  the  legislature  that  such  slave  had  performed  some  meri- 
torious act  for  the  benefit  of  the  master,  or  some  distinguished 
service  for  the  state;  and  that  the  deed  or  will  could  have  no 
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validity  until  ratified  by  a  special  act  of  the  l^^lature.  It  is 
believed  that  this  law  and  policy  are  too  essentially  important  to 
the  interests  of  our  citizens  to  permit  them  to  be  evaded." 

To  the  foregoing  opinion,  delivered  by  the  chief  justice,  he 
further  adds:  ''John  Monroe,  being  a  slave,  cannot  take  the  pro- 
perty as  a  devisee,  and  I  apprehend  it  is  equally  clear  it  cannot 
be  held  in  trust  for  him."    4  Des.  Rep.  266. 

Thus  we  find  the  rule  broadly  laid  down  by  the  chief  justice, 
which  covers  the  whole  ground  involved  in  the  case  before  the' 
court,  yiew  it  as  you  may,  turn  it  as  you  will,  twist  it  as  you 
please,  still  in  principle  it  covers  the  sole  and  only  question  before 
the  court.  That  opinion  was  a  just  exposition  of  the  laws  and 
policy  of  the  state,  and  must  stand  the  test  of  scrutiny  and  of 
time;  a  beacon,  pointing  to  a  just  interpretation  of  the  laws  and 
pplicy  of  the  state,  on  the  subject  of  domestic  slavery. 

The  case  of  Tick's  Executors  v.  McDaniel,  3  How.  337,  was  in 
point.  In  that  case  the  testator,  by  his  will,  directed  the  execu- 
tors to  transport  his  slaves  to  the  states  of  Ohio  or  Indiana,  (a 
country,  foreign  as  regards  this  state,)  there  to  reside  free  firom 
slavery,  which  will  appear  by  a  reference  to  the  bill  and  original 
papers;  and  the  court  adjudged  the  devise  contrary  to  the  law  and 
policy  of  the  state. 

The  question  principally  mooted  in  the  case  was,  whether  the 
daves  should  belong  to  the  residuary  devisee  or  descend  to  the 
heirs  at  law.  Justice  Trotter,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  uses  the  following  emphatic  language:  'It  is  evident  that 
the  testator  did  not  intend  that  the  slaves  in  question  should  be- 
long either  to  the  heirs  or  to  the  residuary  devisees.  He  intended 
that  they  should  be  emancipated.  That  intention  is  defeated  by 
the  operation  of  our  fundamental  law,  and  the  settled  policy  of  the 
state."    See  3  How.  341. 

This  decision  again  covers  the  whole  ground  involved  in  the 
cases  under  consideration.  If  a  devise  of  slaves,  to  be  transported 
to  the  state  of  Ohio,  (foreign  to  this,)  for  the  purpose  of  effecting 
their  emancipation,  is  defeated  by  the  operation  of  our  fundamental 
law  and  the  settled  policy  of  the  state,  why  is  a  devise  of  slaves 
to  be  transported  to  Liberia,  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  their 
emancipation,  not  also  defeated  by  the  law  and  policy  of  the  state? 
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And  if  not  so  defeated,  then  what  is  the  distance,  in  miles  and  fur- 
longs, to  which  slaves  may  he  transported,  and  which  will  or  will 
not  be  so  defeated?  The  truth  is,  that  distance  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  question,  and  the  principle  is  the  same,  whether  they  be 
transported  to  the  opposite  bank  of  the  Ohio  river  or  to  the  coast 
of  Africa. 

These  decisions,  in  principle,  certainly  do  settle  the  question 
before  the  court,  and  furnish  an  exposition  of  the  laws  and  policy 
of  the  state,  upon  which  there  can  be  no  two  opinions,  and  from 
which  it  is  conceived  that  even  the  appellate  court  is  not  at  liberty 
to  depart.    1  vol.  Story's  Cons.  Law,  360. 

There  was  also  another  decision,  in  chancery,  in  point,  and  sub- 
mitted to  without  an  appeal,  in  which  the  counsel  on  both  sides 
must  have  considered  the  doctrine  as  settled,  to  wit:  the  case  of 
the  heirs  of  D.  W.  Brazeale  v.  D.  W.  Brazeale's  Executors,  being 
a  bUl  filed  for  the  same  decree  that  we  now  ask,  and  which  was 
granted.  Brazeale,  by  his  will,  devised  all  his  slaves  in  trust  to 
his  executors,  with  directions  to  transport  them  to  Africa,  and  col- 
onize them  in  Liberia.  The  court  of  chancery  decided  that  such 
a  devise  was  against  the  laws  and  policy  of  this  state,  and  void, 
and  that  die  slaves  descend  to  the  heirs.  That  decree  was  made 
by  one  of  the  oldest  judicial  officers  in  the  state,  after  taking  it 
under  advisement,  and  after  mature  deliberation;  a  man  who  setr 
tied  in  the  country  under  the  territorial  government;  who  has  di- 
gested (he  laws  of  the  territory;  filled  the  offices  of  legislator,  ci^ 
cuit  court  judge,  chief  justice  of  the  supreme  court,  and  chancelto 
of  the  state;  familiar  with  the  legislation  of  the  country,  and  the 
policy  of  the  law  and  state.  He  decided  that  a  devise  of  slaves  to 
executors,  with  directions  to  colonize  them  in  Liberia,  was  against 
the  laws  and  policy  of  the  state,  and  void. 

The  present  supreme  court  have  decided  as  much;  and  the 
whole  state  with  some  exceptions,  is  interested  in  a  similar 
decision ;  a  decision  [that  will  maintain  and  uphold  the  law  and 
policy  of  the  state.  Our  future  prosperity  as  a  sovereign  people^ 
depends  upon  it.  It  has  been  an  attempt  to  commit  a  pious  fraud 
on  our  laws  and  policy,  by  one  who  owed  them  obedience,  and  to 
substitute  foreign  principles  in  lieu  of  them,  on  the  subject  of 
domestic  slavery.    Let  the  decree  of  the  present  chancellor  be 
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affirmed,  and  very  soon  another  and  yet  another  attempt  upon  our 
policy  and  laws  will  be  made. 

Holt,  on  the  same  side. 

Prentiss,  for  appellees. 

Two  prominent  points  are  presented  by  the  record,  to  which  all 
the  others  are  collateral: 

1.  Is  the  provision  of  the  will  directing  the  transportation  to 
Africa  of  such  of  testator's  slaves  as  should  choose  to  go,  illegal, 
and  will  the  court  interfere  to  prevent  its  execution? 

2.  Upon  the  failure  of  such  a  disposition,  is  the  residuary  be- 
quest to  the  Colonization  Society,  in  trust,  for  the  establishment  of 
a  seminary  of  learning  in  Liberia,  illegal,  and  will  the  court  inter- 
fere to  prevent  and  prohibit  the  execution  of  such  a  trust? 

These  two  questions,  it  is  believed,  involve  the  whole  contro- 
versy. We  will  proceed  to  examine  them  in  the  order  in  which 
they  arise. 

First,  then,  is  the  provision  for  the  transportation  of  testator's 
slaves  to  Africa,  and  their  maintenance  there  in  freedom,  in  con- 
travention of  the  laws  of  Mississippi?  It  is  averred  by  appel- 
lants, in  their  bill,  to  be  in  violation  of  an  express  statute,  as  well 
as  in  contravention  of  the  cherished  policy  of  the  state  on  the 
subject  of  domestic  slavery ;  that  the  slaves  when  sent  to  Africa 
will  be  free ;  that  the  will,  therefore,  is,  in  effect,  a  will  for  manu- 
mission, and  by  consequence,  an  evasion  of  and  fraud  upon  the 
law. 

We  will  first  examine  whether  the  disposition  made  of  his 
slaves  by  the  testator  would  be  good,  provided  no  law  of  the  state 
prohibited  the  same. 

The  disposition  of  property  by  last  will  and  testament  has  its 
origin  in  the  earliest  period  of  history.  It  has  ever  been  a  cher- 
ished principle  of  the  common  law  to  carry  into  effect  those  inten- 
tions in  relation  to  the  disposition  of  property,  ^Vhich  a  man 
wills  to  be  performed  after  his  death."  This  dominion  over  prop- 
erty after  death,  is  indulged  until  it  comes  in  collision  with  great 
principles  of  public  policy.  It  may  be  safely  laid  down  as  an . 
incontrovertible  proposition,  that  a  person  may,  unless  prohibited 

63* 
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by  law,  diiect  in  his  will  any  disposition  of  his  property,  after  his 
death,  which  he  could  have  I^ally  made  during  his  life-time. 

Our  own  statute  on  the  subject  of  last  will  and  testaments  gives 
this  power  in  the  broadest  terms.  Fide  Rev.  Code,  p.  32,  sec.  14 
It  cannot  for  a  moment  be  contended,  that  without  an  express  law 
prohibiting  it,  (and  even  such  a  law  would  be  unconstitutional,) 
any  person  would  not  have  the  right  to  carry  or  send  any  portion 
of  his  personal  property  out  of  the  state  of  Mississippi,  to  AMea 
or  elsewhere,  provided  the  rights  of  third  persons  were  not  in- 
fifinged  thereby.  The  owner  could  either  take  it  himself^  or  eat- 
ploy  an  agent  as  trustee,  to  effectuate  his  intention,  and  would 
have  an  undoubted  right  to  appropriate  the  proceeds  of  other  prop- 
erty to  the  accomplishment  of  the  object 

Is  there  any  thing  in  the  character  of  slave  property  which  ex- 
cludes it  from  the  operation  of  this  rule?  Does  the  fact  that  slaves 
sent  to  Africa  would  cease  to  be  property  and  become  free,  as 
averred  in  complainant's  bill,  limit  the  owner,  and  preclude  bm 
from  making  such  ^disposition  of  them?  We  think  not  The 
right  of  the  master  to  manumit  his  slave  is  a  natural  attribute  of 
the  condition  of  slavery,  subject,  of  course,  to  be  limited  and  con- 
trolled, like  all  other  rights,  by  the  municipal  regulations  and 
policy  of  the  country  in  which  the  institution  exists.  On  this 
point  see  8  Peters,  220;  Cooper's  Justinian,  416;  Judge  Catron's 
opinion.  Law  of  Slavery,  301;  2  Call's  Rep.  319,  357. 

This  right  of  manumission,  when  unrestrained  by  positive  mu- 
nicipal regulations,  has  ever  been  held,  in  all  countries  where 
slavery  has  obtained,  as  one  of  the  most  valuable  and  important 
powers  of  the  master.  In  the  ancient  governments,  where  the 
condition  of  slavery  was  more  absolute  than  it  is  with  us,  (the 
power  of  the  master  extended  even  to  the  life  of  the  slave,)  the 
right  to  manumit  was  as  much  claimed  and  as  highly  esteemed  as 
the  right  to  sell  and  destroy.  In  all  the  states  of  the  Union, 
where  this  institution  has  prevailed,  the  master  has  ever  been 
allowed,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  limitations,  to  manumit  at 
pleasure,  by  will,  deed,  or  otherwise.  In  the  absence,  then,  of 
any  statutory  provision,  we  take  it  as  a  clear  point  that  Isaac  Ross 
could,  in  his  life  time,  have  carried  or  sent  his  slaves  to  the  coast 
of  Africa,  for  the  purpose  of  there  freeing  them,  and  could  have 
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i  appropriated  the  remainder  of  his  estate,  if  he  pleased,  to  their 

i  transportation  and  maintenance  there.    We  think  it  is  equally 

clear  that  he  could,  under  such  a  state  of  facts,  have  l^[ally  direct- 
1  ed,  by  his  will,  the  same  thing  to  have  been  done. 

But  we  are  met  by  the  appellants  with  the  position  that  this 
disposition  of  his  slaves  by  Isaac  Ross,  however  good  it  might 
have  been  at  common  law,  is  prohibited  by  an  express  statute,  as 
well  as  by  the  cherished  policy  of  the  state.  We  will  proceed  to 
examine  this  position,  for,  if  it  be  correct,  the  provisions  of  the  will 
leferred  to  cannot  stand.  The  appellants  rely  upon  the  76th  sec- 
tion of  the  act  entitled  ''an  act  to  reduce  into  one  the  several  acts 
concerning  slaves,  free  negroes  and  mulattoes,"  passed  June  18^ 
1822.  Rev.  Code,  385.  This  section  provides  that  ''it  shall  not 
be  lawful  for  any  person  or  persons,  being  the  owner  or  owners  of 
slaves,  to  emancipate  them  or  any  of  them,  unless  by  his  or  her 
last  will  and  testament,  or  by  any  other  instrument  in  writing, 
under  his,  her  or  their  hand  and  seal,  attested  and  proved  in  the 
manner  required  by  law,  by  two  credible  witnesses,  or  the  instru- 
ment of  writing  acknowledged  by  the  party  or  parties,  in  the  court 
of  the  county  or  corporation  where  he,  she  or  they  reside,  and  also 
prove,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  general  assembly,  that  such  slave 
or  slaves  have  done  and  performed  some  meritorious  act  for  tho 
benefit  of  such  owner  or  owners,  or  some  distinguished  service  for 
the  benefit  of  the  state,  and  the  last  will  and  testament  or  other 
instrument  in  writing,  as  aforesaid,  shall  not  have  validity  until 
the  same  shall  be  sanctioned  by  an  act  of  the  general  assemblyi 
nor  until  the  owner  or  owners  shall  have  complied  with  the  con- 
ditions which  may  be  specified  in  such  act." 

We  contend  that  this  section  is  a  mere  municipal  regulation, 
aiming  simply  at  the  internal  police  of  the  state,  and  prohibiting 
emancipation  only  within  its  limits.  We  deny  that  the  emanci- 
pation which  results  from  a  removal  of  slaves  to  a  foreign  country 
is  embraced  within  its  letter  or  its  spirit. 

In  the  earlier  history  of  the  slaveholding  states,  the  power  of 
manumission  was  but  little  restricted  by  legislative  enactments. 
But  it  soon  became  apparent  that  the  frequent  exercise  of  this 
power  was  productive  of  a  great  evil,  by  the  rapid  increase  which 
it  caused  in  the  firee  negro  population.    This  kind  of  population 
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was  found,  by  experience,  to  be  both  oppressive  and  dangerousy 
constituting  a  heavy  charge  upon  the  public  and  a  great  nuisance 
to  the  community.  It  became,  therefore,  the  necessary  policy  of 
these  states  to  rid  themselves  of  this  evil,  and,  as  far  as  practica- 
ble, to  prevent  its  further  extension.  In  pursuance  of  this  policy, 
they  proceeded,  by  various  legislative  enactments,  to  diminish  the 
rights  and  increase  the  responsibilities  of  free  negroes;  and,  as  a 
branch  and  parcel  of  this  system,  have,  most  if  not  all  of  them, 
placed  various  restrictions,  limitations  and  conditions  upon  the 
owners'  right  of  manumission,  which  had  been  the  prolific  source 
of  the  mischief  It  may  be  safely  asserted  that  every  such  limi- 
tation or  restriction  of  the  right  of  manumission,  was  intended 
by  the  legislature  only  to  relieve  the  state  from  the  accumuIaticHi 
within  its  borders  of  an  obnoxious  free  black  population.  All 
laws  of  this  sort  will  be  found  to  aim  at  this  object  alone;  and  to 
this  extent,  and  no  more,  have  they  been  enforced  by  the  judicial 
tribunals. 

That  we  are  correct  in  our  view  of  the  object  of  the  laws  limit- 
ing manumission,  will  be  apparent  from  an  examination  of  the 
statute  books  of  the  different  states. 

All  such  limitations  will  be  found  incorporated  with,  and  form- 
ing a  part  of,  the  police  regulations  of  the  several  states:,  on  the 
subject  of  slaves,  free  negroes  and  mulattoes,  and  not  among  the 
laws  regulating  the  disposition  of  property.  In  many  cases  such 
limitations  are  preceded  by  a  preamble,  expressly  reciting  their 
object  to  be  as  we  have  contended.  The  law  of  Georgia  upon 
this  subject  is  a  striking  instance  of  this  sort.  How  is  it  in  our 
own  state?  Where  do  we  find  the  provision  above  quoted?  Not 
under  the  head  of  '^last  wills  and  testaments;"  not  under  the  title 
of  "conveyances,"  nor  connected  with  any  law  relating  to  the 
disposition  of  property.  It  is  foimd  in  the  seventy-fifth  section  of 
an  act  in  which  are  embraced  all  the  police  regulations  of  the  state 
in  relation  to  slaves,  free  negroes  and  mulattoes.  The  principle 
that  statutes  in  pari  materia  are  to  be  construed  together,  is 
peculiarly  applicable  to  this  act.  Its  different  sections  and  provi- 
sions are  to  be  construed  together,  for  they  are  manifestly  in  pari 
materia. 

The  act  contains  eighty-six  sections,  all  of  which  (unless  the 
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I  one  under  consideration  be  an  exception,)  are  devoted  to  the  police 

^  and  municipal  regulation  of  slaves,  free  negroes,  and  mulattoes. 

'  It  seems  to  us  clear,  that  the  seventy-fifth  section  had  the  same, 

and  no  other  object  in  view.    There  are  provisions  in  the  section 

itself  which  show  that  it  referred  only  to  manumission  within 

ihe  state. 

First,  it  refers  to  the  qualification  of  (he  slave  to  be  emancipa- 
ted. He  must  'liave  dortb  and  performed  some  meritorious  act 
for  the  benefit  of  his  owner  or  owners,  or  some  distinguished  ser- 
vice for  the  benefit  of  the  state."  Such  slaves  as  could  elzliibit 
these  meritorious  claims  were  considered  as  exceptions  from  the 
general  rule,  that  free  n^;roes  are  vicious  and  dangerous,  and 
were,  therefore,  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  legislature.  This 
shows  that  the  prohibition  arose  out  of  the  character  of  the  popu- 
lation produced  by  manumission.  It  ought  not  to  be  construed 
as  extending  beyond  the  object  aimed  at.  Again;  the  section  goes 
on  to  provide  that  ^'such  last  will  and  testament,  or  other  instru- 
ment in  writing  as  aforesaid,  shall  not  have  validity  imtil  the  same 
shall  be  sanctioned  by  an  act  of  the  General  Assembly,  nor  until 
the  owner  or  owners  shall  have  complied  with  the  conditions  which 
may  be  specified  in  such  act" 

The  legislature  could  have  no  object  in  annexing  conditions  to 
emancipation  out  of  the  state.  This  provision  manifestly  con- 
templated only  emancipation  in  the  state,  and  was  intended  to 
provide  for  the  requisition  from  the  owner,  of  bond  or  other  secu- 
rity, for  the  good  behavior  of  the  slave  after  emancipation,  or  that 
he  should  leave  the  state,  or  such  other  condition  as  would  protect 
the  state  from  the  mischief  aimed  at  by  the  previous  portion  of  the 
section. 

To  illustrate  our  view  of  ihe  nature  and  extent  of  this  limitation 
of  the  right  of  manumission,  let  us  turn  to  another  law  which  is 
acknowledj^ed  to  be  a  mere  police  regulation.  It  was  enacted  by 
the  last  legislature,  that  no  person  should  thereafter  sell  liquor  in 
less  quantity  than  a  gallon.  Now  all  will  acknowledge  that  this 
Iaw  prohibits  such  sale  within  the  state  only;  and  that  it  would 
not  be  a  violation  thereof  to  take  the  prohibited  article  into  a 
foreign  conntry,  and  there  to  sell  the  same  in  quantities  less 
than  a  gallon.    Now,  would  it  be  a  violation  of  the  ^'gallon  law" 
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to  devise  a  quantity  of  liquor  in  trust  to  be  taken  out  of  the  state 
to  a  foreign  country,  for  the  same  purpose?  The  principle  is  the 
same  in  both  cases.  The  construction  should  be  as  if  the  section 
read,  no  owner  shall  emancipate  in  the  state  of  Mississippi,  except, 
d&c.,  or  no  person  shall  sell  in  the  state  of  Mississippi  in  less  quan- 
tities, &c. 

Our  view  of  the  matter  is  fortified  by  the  decision  of  the  High 
Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  in  the  case  of  Hinds  tt  al.  v. 
Brazeale  et  al.  2  How.  Rep.  837.      The  court  here  consider  the 
seventy-fifth  section  above  recited,  as  a  police  regulation,  intended 
to  prevent  the  increase  of  free  negroes  in  tlie  state,  and  upon  this 
point  the  decision  turns.    The  deed  in  that  case  provided  for 
taking  the  slave  to  Ohio,  and  there  emancipating  him  for  the  ex- 
press purpose  of  bringing  him  back  into  this  state,  here  to  reside 
as  a  free  negro.    The  court  did  not  decide  that  it  was  ill^al  to 
take  a  slave  to  Ohio  for  the  purpose  of  emancipation  there;  but 
that  the  illegality  arose  from  the  provision  for  bringing  back  the 
slave  into  the  state  as  a  free  negro,  in  fraud  of  the  law,  thereby 
producing  the  very  evil  which  the  law  aimed  to  prevent    So  for 
as  thi^  decision  goes,  it  fortifies  our  view  of  the  object  and  policy 
of  the  law.    If  that  view  be  correct,  then  the  provision  in  Isaac 
Ross's  will,  directing  the  transportation  of  his  slaves  to  Africa,  is 
in  violation  neither  of  its  letter  nor  its  spirit. 

Sending  slaves  to  a  foreign  country  is  not  a  violation  of  the 
letter  of  the  law.  If  the  slaves  become  free  in  such  forei^ 
country,  by  operation  of  its  laws,  such  emancipation  is  not  the 
act  of  the  owner.  It  is  not  in  violation  of  the  spirit  or  policy  of 
the  law. 

The  spirit  and  policy  of  the  law  aim  at  a  restriction  of  emand- 
patioh,  merely  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  mischief  of  a  free 
negro  population.  Sending  a  slave  to  Africa,  there  to  remain  fiee, 
affects  not  this  policy  of  the  state  of  Mississippi.  It  is  wholly 
inmiaterial  to  her  whether  a  slave  taken  to  Africa  becomes  fiee,  or 
continues  in  the  servile  state.  Her  laws  and  policy  on  this  sub- 
ject look  not  beyond  her  own  limits. 

The  cases  are  numerous  in  which  the  courts  have  decided  that 
the  statutory  limitations  upon  the  right  of  emancipation  are  merely 
police  regulations,  and  do  not  vitiate  or  affect  emancipation  result- 
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ing  from  the  operation  of  the  laws  of  a  foreign  country,  even 
where  slaves  are  taken  to  such  foreign  country  for  the  express 
purpose  of  avoiding  such  limitations. 

In  Tennessee  the  authorities  are  full  and  satisfactory  on  this 
subject.  Vide  6  Yerger,  119;  7  do.  552.  These  cases,  especially 
the  latter,  cover  the  whole  ground  we  have  occupied,  and  establish 
every  position  for  which  we  contend. 

In  Kentucky  the  same  principle  has  been  frequently  recognized. 
1  Bibb,  422.  3  Munroe,  104.  In  Virginia  it  has  been  decided, 
that  a  will  made  at  a  time  when  the  law  prohibited  emancipation, 
and  which  provided  for  the  emancipation  of  the  slaves  of  the  tes- 
tator, whenever  a  law  should  be  passed  authorizing  manumission, 
was  not  void;  and  that  upon  the  passage,  many  years  after  testa- 
tor's death,  of  a  general  law  authorizing  manumission,  such  will 
took  effect  and  could  be  legally  executed.  2  Call's  Reports, 
319,  357. 

This  case  is  strong  in  support  of  our  views.  The  general  prin- 
ciple is  also  contained  in  1  Leigh's  R.  172.  In  Louisiana,  the 
doctrine  for  which  we  contend  is  recognized  fully.  8  Louisiana 
R.  475;  11  do.  499;   14  do.  410. 

The  appellants  may  be  safely  challenged  to  produce  a  single 
case  in  which  it  has  been  decided,  that  it  is  illegal  to  send  a  slave 
to  a  foreign  country,  there  to  remain  free.  Such  is  the  provision 
of  Isaac  Ross's  will.  It  directs  not  only  the  transportation  of  his 
slaves  to  Africa,  but  their  maintenance  there;  precluding  thereby 
any  conclusion  that  said  slaves,  when  freed,  are  to  be  brought 
back  to  Mississippi. 

All  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side,  are  cases  in  which  the 
attempt  was  made  to  clothe  slaves  with  the  attributes  of  freedom, 
within  a  state  where  emancipation  was  prohibited  or  limited  by 
express  law.  They  are  all  based  upon  the  same  reason  advanced 
in  the  case  from  Howard,  viz :  that  the  emancipation  attempted, 
being  intended  to  take  effect  ultimately  within  the  state,  was  in 
fraud  of  the  law,  producing  the  very  evil  which  it  was  the  object 
of  the  law  to  prohibit. 

But  we  go  further,  and  say  that  sending  slaves  out  of  this  state, 
so  far  from  being  against,  is  in  perfect  accordance  with  its  declar- 
ed fundamental  policy.     The  old  constitution  and  laws  place 
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many  restrictions  upon  the  introduction  of  slaves  into  the  states 
Our  new  constitution  has  {Hfohibited  entirely  their  introduction  as 
merchandise.  See  Constitution,  article  Slaves,  section  2.  This 
fundamental  policy  has  been  acknowledged  and  carried  out  by 
the  legislature,  who  in  the  act  of  May,  1837,  entitled  an  act,  &c., 
have  guarded  it  with  heavy  penalties.  The  constitution  and  laws 
of  Mississippi  have  both  declared  the  policy  of  the  state  to  be  op- 
posed to  the  importation  of  slaves.  Had  it  been  her  policy  to  pro- 
hibit exportation  also,  her  intentions  would  have  been  indicated 
in  the  same  manner.  So  important  a  subject  would  not  have  been 
pretermitted. 

The  policy  of  the  state  is  to  be  gathered  from  its  constitutiaD 
and  laws,  not  from  popular  prejudice  or  transient  public  opinion 
Public  opinion  must  be  expressed  in  the  shape  of  settled  law,  be- 
lEbre  the  courts  will  notice  it  as  a  rule  of  decision.  Whatever, 
then,  may  be  the  public  prejudice  against  this  disposition  of  slave 
property,  it  can  have  no  influence,  because  it  is  entitled  to  no  con- 
sideration. It  is  not  the  province  of  the  courts  to  make  public 
policy,  but  simply  to  declare  it  as  it  exists.  We  will  not  pursue 
this  point  further.  If  our  views  are  correct,  then,  the  provision 
of  Isaac  Ross*  will  directing  the  transportation  of  his  slaves  to 
Africa  is  not  illegal,  and  the  court  will  not  interfere  to  prevent  its 
execution. 

We  come  now  to  the  second  point  of  the  argument,  which  in- 
volves the  capacity  of  the  Colonization  Society  to  act  as  trustee, 
and  also  the  legality  of  the  residuary  trusts. 

It  is  contended  that  the  Colonization  Society  have  no  capacity 
to  execute  the  trusts  of  the  will;  the  act  of  incorporation  having 
limited  their  powers,  to  the  colonization  on  the  coast  of  Africa,  of 
free  persons  of  color  residing  in  the  United  States. 

The  language  of  the  clause  of  the  charter  of  the  Colonization 
Society  alluded  to  and  relied  on,  after  providing  that  the  society 
might  take  by  donation,  &c.  is  this:  "And  dispose  of  according 
to  by-laws  and  ordinances  r^^lating  the  same,  now,  or  hereaiier 
to  be  prescribed,  all  such  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments, 
money,  goods,  or  chattels,  as  they  shall  determine  most  conducive 
to  the  colonizing,  with  their  own  consent,  on  the  coast  of  Aiiica, 
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the  free  people  of  color  residing  in  the  United  S(;ate8,  and  for  no 
other  purpose  whatsoever." 

It  is  conceived  this  delegation  of  powers  relates  solely  to  the 
objects  and  purposes  for  which  the  society  may  buy  and  sell  real 
estate  and  other  property,  and  is  not  a  limitation  of  their  general 
powers.  The  objfect  of  the  legislature  seems  16  have  been  to  pre- 
vent the  society  from  trading  for  general  purposes  or  any  purposes 
other  than  those  connected  with  the  colonization  of  free  persons 
of  icolor  in  Africa.  The  general  powers  of  the  society  are  not 
defined  by  the  charter,  but  probably  could  be  collected  froi^n  the 
articles  of  association  existing  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
incorporation;  but  admitting  the  society  have  not  capacity  under 
their  charter  to  colonize  slaves  on  the  coast  of  Africa,  is  there  any 
sound  reason  why  they  may  not  be  cobstituted  trustees  to  convey 
slaves  to  Africa,  where  they  by  operation  of  law  become  free,  and 
there  colonize  them  under  the  same  auspices  with  those  who  were 
free  before  they  left.  We  apprehend  the  power  to  execute  a  trust 
may  be  exercised  by  a  corporation  without  any  express  grant,  and 
although  it  may  not  be  in  the  nature  of  the  powers  granted.  In 
executing  the  trust  they  act  in  the  place  of  the  party  creating  the 
trust,  and  the  capacities  of  the  grantor  and  devisor  of  the  trust  are 
carried  to  the  trustee,  by  the  instrument  conferring  the  trust. 

At  common  law  it  is  admitted  a  corporation  cannot  be  seized 
to  an  use,  but  equity  will  inforce  the  execution  of  a  trust.  See  2 
Bacon's  Abridgement,  263;  Gilbert  on  Usei^  and  Trusts,  s.  170. 

It  was  once  questioned  whether  a  corporation  could  be  ap- 
pointed executor,  because  it  could  not  take  an  oath;  but  it  is  now 
settled  it  can,  and  may  appoint  a  syndic  to  take  out  letters  and 
take  the  oath.  6  Petersdorf's  Abridgement,  629-30;  Toller  on 
Executors,  30,  31. 

It  has  been  decided  that  a  corporatiori  may  be  a  trustee,  and 
that  when  the  demise  to  a  corporate  body  (in  trust)  was  void  by 
the  statute  of  mortmain,  the  court  would  decree  its  execution  by 
the  heir.    Sanders  on  Uses  and  Trusts,  236;  1  Vesey,  sen.  467-8. 

In  the  case  in  1  Brown'iS  Chancery  Reports,  81,  it  is  said,  that 
although  the  devise  be  void  at  law,  on  account  of  the  statutes  of 
mortmain,  yet  the  trust  is  sufELciently  created  to  &sten  itself  upon 
Vol.  I.— 64 
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any  estate  the  law  may  raise.    This  is  the  ground  on  which  courts 
of  equity  have  decreed  in  cases  where  no  trustee  is  named. 

It  is  a  general  rule  in  equity,  that  whenever  a  trust  exists,  and 
the  party  creating  it  has  appointed  no  competent  person  to  exe- 
cute it,  or  the  person  appointed  fails  and  refuses  to  act,  equity 
will,  in  the  first  case,  follow  the  legal  estate,  and  decree  the  person 
in  whom  the  estate  is  vested  to  execute  the  trust;  and,  in  the  lat- 
ter  case,  will  compel  its  execution.  For  it  is  a  rule  which  admits 
of  no  exception,  that  a  court  of  equity  never  wants  a  trustee. 
Coke  Lit.  290,  b.  Butler's  note  (1);  Ibid,  113,  a.  Butler's  note  (1); 
1  Story's  Equity,  sec.  98,  p.  114;  2  Story's  Equity,  sec.  976,  p. 
240;  9  Cowen's  Rep.  437. 

Generally  where  the  property  has  been  bequeathed  in  trust, 
without  the  appointment  of  a  trustee,  if  it  is  personal  estate,  the 
personal  representative  is  deemed  the  trustee;  and  if  real  estate, 
the  heir  is  decreed  the  trustee  and  bound  to  its  execution.  9 
Peters  R.  605;  1  Maddox  Ch.  P.  365;  2  Story's  Eq.  319-20-21. 

From  these  authorities,  it  would  appear  to  be  a  matter  of  no 
importance  whether  the  American  Colonization  Society  have  ca- 
pacity to  execute  the  trusts  of  the  will  in  favor  of  the  slaves  or 
not,  as,  if  it  be  admitted  that  the  trust  of  the  will  requiring  their 
colonization  in  Liberia  is  a  valid  trust,  the  court  would  compel 
the  executors  to  execute  it. 

But  it  is  objected  that  the  persons  for  whose  benefit  the  trust  is 
created,  have  no  civil  capacity  to  invoke  the  aid  of  a  court  of 
equity,  and  consequently  the  court  cannot  interpose. 

The  bill  charges  that  the  executors  are  about  to  execute  the 
trusts  of  the  will,  and  claims  that  the  complainants  are  entitled  to 
the  estate  by  a  resulting  or  implied  trust,  (the  trusts  in  the  will 
by  which  the  descent  to  them  was  cut  off  being  void,)  and  prays 
a  delivery  of  the  estate  to  them  as  owners:  now  if  the  object  and 
substance  of  the  trusts  of  the  will  are  not  void,  the  complainants 
have  no  right  to  int^rfere,  nor  to  complain,  as  they  have  no  interest 
whatever  in  the  estate. 

The  will  having  required  the  real  estate  to  be  sold  by  the  exe- 
cutors, a  court  of  equity  will  view  it  as  money,  and  it  must  be 
treated  as  such. 

The  trustees  having  commenced  executing,  or  having  declared 
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their  intention  to  execute  the  trust,  the  court  should  not  interpose 
to  prevent  them,  unless  the  trust  is  unlawful ;  and  although  the 
trust  may  be  of  such  a  nature  that  the  court  could  not  enforce  its 
execution,  yet  those  entrusted  with  its  execution  may  carry  it  into 
effect ;  and  the  heir  cannot  claim  a  resulting  trust  untU  the  trust 
declared  has  failed  by  a  refusal  or  neglect  to  execute  it  withina 
reasonable  time. 

As,  for  instance,  a  devise  to  an  executor  in  trust  to  sell,  if  in 
his  discretion  he  shall  deem  it  ptop^,  and  to  vest  the  funds  in  any 
manner  he  thought  best  for  the  interest  of  the  estate.  Here  the 
executor  having  a  discretion,  could  not  be  compelled  to  execute 
the  trust,  yet  clearly  be  might  do  so  at  pleasure ;  and  a  court  of 
chancery  would  not  interfere  in  behalf  of  the  heir  until  the  exe- 
cutor had  refused  to  act,  or  such  length  of  time  had  elapsed  as 
raised  a  presumption  he  would  not  execute  the  trust. 

And  it  may  be  stated  as  a  general  rule  that  a  trust  which  is  not 
forbidden  by  law  may  be  executed,  although  on  failure  of  execu- 
tion, the  condition  on  which  the  estate  was  granted  was  broken, 
and  the  heir  might  enter.  And  it  may  be  executed  although  the 
cesitii^  que  trust  has  no  remedy  to  enforce  performance.  4  Whea- 
ton's  Rep.  35.    See  Porter's  case,  1  Coke,  22,  b. 

A  trust  is  a  condition  at  common  law,  and  it  is  well  settled, 
that  although  the  performance  of  the  condition  cannot  be  en- 
forced, the  party  whose  estate /depends  upon  its  performance  may 
do  it  to  prevent  a  forfeiture  of  his  estate. 

And  a  corporation  may  accept  an  estate  on  condition  foreign  to 
the  nature  of  its  institutions,  which  it  cannot  be  compelled  to  per- 
form; but  if  the  performanpe  of  the  conditions  be  not  unlawful, 
the  corporation  will  be  permitted  to  enforce  them  for  the  purpose 
of  avoiding  a  forfeiture  of  the  estate.  And  in  the  case  in  1  Ye- 
sey,  sen.  467-8,  the  attempt  on  the  part  of  a  college  to  deal 
with  an  estate  devised  to  them  on  certain  conditions,  in  the  same 
manner  they  dealt  with  their  own,  was  prevented,  and  they  com- 
pelled to  perform  the  conditions  as  prescribed  by  the  donor. 

But  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  the  will  is  void  so  &r  as 
it  requires  the  slaves  to  be  colonized  in  Africa,  the  heirs  are  not 
entitled  to  the  estate,  because  there  is  a  residuary  legatee.  And 
as  the  whole  estate  is  required  to  be  turned  into  money,  it 
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must  pass  under  the  will  as  personal  estate ;  and  if  the  specific 
^2^es  are  void,  as  being  contrary  to  law,  the  whole  fund&i!& 
into  the  residuum ;  and  if  that  be  well  bequeathed,  the  residuary 
legatee  will  take,  and  not  the  heir.    3  Howard's  R&p.  337. 

By  the  will  of  Isaac  Ross,  the  executors  are  required  to  sell  the 
jeal  estate,  and  such  of  the  slaves  as  decline  the  privilege  of  going 
to  Liberia :  and  the  first  residuary  clause  appropriates  the  whole 
fund  thus  raised  to  the  payment  of  the  expenses  of  transporting 
bis  slaves  to  Africa,  and  to  their  support  and  maintenance  while 
there  under  the  direction  of  the  American  Colonization  Society, 
as  trustee  for  that  purpose.  But  if  his  slaves  elect  not  to  go  to 
Liberia,  then  they  (except  certain  ones  named)  are  to  be  sold,  as 
the  remainder  of  his  estate,  and  the  proceeds,  as  also  the  proceeds 
of  all  his  other  estate,  to  be^paid  over  to  the  American  Coloniza- 
tion Society,  to  be  put  out  at  interest,  and  the  mterest  to  be  ap- 
plied to  the  establishment  of  a  seminary  of  learning  in  Liberia, 
and  its  support  for  one  hundred  years ;  after  which  the  piincipai 
and  interest  to  be  given  to  such  government  as  may  exist  at  Li- 
beria ;  and  if  there  be  no  government  existing  in  Liberia,  the  re- 
mainder over  to  the  state  of  Mississippi. 

It  is  objected  that '  this  residtuiry  bequest  is  also  void,  because 
the  American  Colonization  Society  is  incompetent  to  take,  and  to 
execute  the  trust  created  by  the  residuary  bequest.  We  conceive 
we  have  suffici^tly  shown  the  capacity  of  the  American  Coloni- 
zation Society  to  execute  any  trust  which  is  not  unlawful,  or 
which  a  private  person  could  execute.  The  main  object  of  the 
Society  is  the  colonization  in  Africa  of  free  persons  of  color. 

The  term  Colonizing  would  seem  to  include  every  thing  neces- 
sary to  the  populating,  protecting  and  maintaining  a  new,  and 
previously  uninhabited  territory.  It  would  unquestionably  include 
the  necessary  preparation  for  removing  the  colonists,  such  as  ships, 
wagons,  or  other  conveyances,  and  it  cannot  be  justly  contended 
that  a  government  or  society  had  done  its  duty  to  those  who  re- 
moved to  a  new  colony,  when  they  had  placed  them  on  the  soil. 
The  history  of  the  colonization  of  the  territories  which  now  con- 
stitute the  United  States  shows,  that  it  was  considered  necessary 
to  provide  for  the  support,  maintenance  and  education  of  the  colo- 
nists after  they  were  settled.    Learning  and  religion  seem  to  have 
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engrossed  as  much  of  their  attention  as  the  common  necessaries  of 
life.  Lemming  appears  to  be  an  object  of  peculiar  favor  with  our 
government  and  our  people.  Donations  are  frequently  made  by 
the  l^islature  to  assist  in  extending  its  benefits  toall  classes  of 
our  people^  except  that  class  for  whose  benefit  this  bequest  is 
intended;  and  it  is  only  denied  to  them  as  a  matter  of  state  policy, 
and  cannot  operate  beyond  the  limits  of  the  state. 

The  endowments  of  colleges  or  seminaries  of  learning  of  any 
description  has  met  with  peculiar  encouragement  in  England, 
without  reference  to  the  location;  as  their  courts  give  all  the  aid 
within  their  power  to  foreign  charities.  1  Brown  Chan.  Rep.  571, 
)L71,  144;  14  Tesey's  Rep.  537;  16  Ves.  330.  And  the  courts  of 
the  United  States  have  recognized  and  acted  upon  the  same  prin- 
ciple.   3  Peters  Rep.  601,  602. 

The  statutes  against  superstitious  uses  have  been  held  not  to 
apply  to  a  devise  of  land  for  the  maintenance  of  free  schools.  2 
Story's  Equity,  394,  395;  1  Coke's  Rep.  22,  (&.);  4  lb.  116,  (&.); 
Coke  Eliz.  288;  8  Coke's  Rep.  130. 

Under  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  for  regulation  of  charitable  uses, 
which  must  be  regarded  as  declaratory  of  the  common  law,  and 
only  intended  to  limit  and  control  the  operation  of  the  statute  of 
mortmain^the  courts  of  England  have  gone  great  lengths  to  sus- 
tain a  charitable  devise,  notwithstanding  the  want  of  competency 
in  the  devisee  to  take;  and  when  there  was  no  devisee  in  being; 
or  when  the  devise  was  void  in  law  for  misnomer  of  the  coU^; 
CMT  when  no  particular  object  of  the  charity  was  designated;  or 
when  the  object  of  the  charity  was  against  the  policy  of  the  law. 
In  all  these  cases  the  courts  declare  that  as  charity  is  the  principal 
object  of  the  devise,  they  will  not  suffer  the  devisor's  bounty  to  be 
defeated,  when  the  defects  can  be  cured  by  the  court,  and  full  effect 
given  to  the  main  object  of  the  devise.  1  Chan.  Cases,  167,  267, 
135;  2  Freeman's  Rep.  261;  7  Vesey,  36,  73,  74,  490;  1  Vernon, 
248;  2  Yemon,  266;  1  Merivail's  Rep.  56, 100;  3  Brown's  Chan. 
Cases,  166,  492;  2  Yesey,  jr.  380;  3  Peters  Supreme  Court  R.  99; 
16  Yes.  232;  2  Chan.  Cases,  13;  3  Yes.  jr.  714. 

In  conclusion,  we  would  add,  that  from  the  language  of  the  act 
of  incorporation,  the  American  Colonization  Society  are  authorized 
to  take,  by.  devise  or  otherwise,  any  land,  tenements,  &c.  and  dis^ 
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pose  of,  according  to  by-laws,  «I1  such  lands,  &c.  as  they  shaU 
determine  most  ccHiducive  tp  the  colonizing  in  Africa  free  people 
of  color.  From  which  it  appears  evident  the  American  Coloniza- 
tion Society  are  the  legal  judges  whether  the  bequest  coupled  with 
the  specific  trusts  as  it  is,  is  c(Miducive  to  the  colonizing,  with  their 
own  consent,  on  the  coast  of  Africa,  the  free  people  of  color  resid- 
ing in  the  United  States.  If  the  Society  have  determined  that  the 
establishing  a  seminary  of  learning  in  the  colony  is  conducive  to 
the  objects  of  the  Society,  it  would  be  a  considerable  stretch  of 
judicial  discretion  to  decide  such  an  institution  not  to  be  conducive 
to  colonization,  and  to  declare  the  devise  void,  because  the  object 
was  improper. 

We  cannot  perceive  the  slightest  ill^ality  or  impropriety  in  the 
residuary  bequest  to  the  Colonization  Society,  in  trust  for  the 
establishment,  at  Liberia,  of  a  seminary  of  learning.  Although, 
then,  the  previous  provisions  of  the  will  should  be  declared  in- 
valid, this  must  stand,  unless  it  be  decided  that  education  is  not 
conducive  to  the  success  and  prosperity  of  a  colony. 

Upon  both  points  taken  in  this  case,  we  think  the  court  will  not 
interfere  to  prevent  the  execution  of  the  trusts. 

If  the  court  comes  to  the  same  conclusion,  then  the  demurrer 
below  was  well  made,  and  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  must  be 
affirmed. 

D.  Mayes  fer  appellants. 

I  agree,  with  the  counsel  for  the  appellees,  that  all  the  questions 
in  the  case  resolve  themselves  into  two:  1.  Are  the  provisions  of 
the  will,  for  the  manumission  of  the  slaves,  authorized  by  and 
valid  in  law?  2.  If  not  so,  are  the  bequests  for  the  establishm^t 
of  a  school  in  Liberia,  or  Mississi;^  valid? 

These  questions  have  been  ably,  and  I  hope  satisfactorily,  ex- 
amined by  my  coadjutors,  on  authority.  I  will  endeavor  to  test 
them,  at  least  the  first,  by  principle. 

The  appellants  being  next  of  kin  to  the  testator,  their  right  to 
succeed  to  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  stands  on  grounds  unques- 
tionable, unless  by  a  valid  testamentary  disposition  of  his  proper- 
ty, their  rights,  under  the  statute  law  of  the  state,  are  set  aside: 
for  the  law  of  descents  and  distribution  can  be  siqmseded  and  set 
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aside  no  otherwise  thaa  by  a  will  authorized  by  law.  We  show 
and  rely  on  the  statute  law  of  the  state  regulating  descents  and 
distributions,  made  in  conformity  with  sound  policy,  and  in  sup- 
port of  our  natural  (though  not  perfect)  right,  by  the  law  making 
power,  whose  competency  is  imquestionabla 

Our  opponents,  to  oveireach  this  our  right,  founded  in  the  stat- 
ute of  the  state,  set  up  the  will,  and  claim  und^r  its  provisions. 
It  therefore  rests  on  them  to  prove  its  validity.  The  questions 
upon  which  its  validity  depends,  they  have  not  met  and  discussed, 
nor  has  the  chancellor  done  so  in  the  long  written  opinion,  which 
they  have  adduced  as  part  of  their  argument.  In  judicial  investi- 
gations, it  is  proof,  not  assertion,  that  weighs  with  the  court.  I 
shall,  therefore,  take  nothing  for  granted,  knowingly,  but  that 
which  is  evident,  and  aj^ue  from  evident  truths  or  established 
principles  of  law. 

1.  I  a£»sume,  as  incontrovertible  and  self-evident,  that  the  dispo- 
sitions attempted  to  be  made  by  the  testator,  of  his  estate,  cannot 
take  effect  and  overreach  the  law  of  descents  and  distribution, 
unless  he.had  power  to  make  such  disposition  of  his  property. 
*  2.  That,  if  he  had  power  to  do  so,  he  derived  that  power  6om 
the  law  of  nature  or  from  the  law  of  the  land. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellees  have  not,  nor  has  the  chancellor, 
proved,  or  attempted  to  prove,  that  he  ever  had  this  power.  They 
assume,  as  granted  or  as  incontrovertible,  the  very  point  in  contro- 
versy, to  wit:  that  the  power  existed;  and  then  attempt  to  prove 
that  it  has  not  been  destroyed.  In  a  case  of  so  much  magnitude 
to  the  parties,  and  involving  principles  of  such  vital  importance  to 
the  community,  we  must  go  more  delibemtely  and  methodically 
to  work.  In  this  investigation,  it  is  important,  to  a  just  and  sound 
determination,  that  we  first  examine,  in  its  full  extent,  the  founda- 
tion of  the  claim  of  the  appellants.  They  are  the  issue  of  the 
testator,  descended  from  his  loins,  and  his  next  of  kin.  Being 
such,  the  legislature  has  appointed  them  his  heirs,  by  the  statutes 
of  the  state.  Their  claim,  then,  as  next  of  kin,  rests  upon  the 
clear  and  indubitable  will  of  the  legislature,  expressed  in  the  law 
of  the  land.  Nor  is  this  all.  It  is  also  a  natural  right,  though  of 
that  class  called  by  civilians  an  imperfect  right  It  has  been  con- 
sidered of  this  high  origin — ^founded  in  nature  itself— not  only  in 
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OTeiy  civilized  community  in  Christendom,  but  was  lecognized  as 
suc)^  and  therefore  established,  by  the  municipal  law  of  civilized 
communities  before  the  christian  era,  and  goes  as  &r  back  as  we 
can  trace  the  institutions  of  men.  Indeed  it  seems  to  have  the 
express  sanction  and  seal  of  God  himself  in  holy  writ  A  few 
quotations,  from  eminently  learned  jurists,  shall  establish  this.  To 
none,  not  distinguished  for  learning  and  ability,  will  I  refer. 

Mr.  Christian,  in  his  note  to  2  Black.  Com.  2,  contends  that,  by 
nature,  a  man  may  acquire  a  right  to  property  which  continues 
during  his  life,  and  then  proceeds:  'I  am  obliged,  also,  to  differ 
from  the  learned  judge,  and  all  writers  upon  general  law  who 
maintain  that  childrep  have  no  better  right  to  succeed  to  Ae  pro* 
perty  of  their  deceased  parents  than  strangers;  and  that  die  pre- 
ference given  to  them  originates  solely  in  political  establishments. 
I  know  no  other  criterion  by  which  we  can  determine  any  rule  or 
obligation  to  be  founded  in  nature,  than  its  universality,  and  by 
inquiring  whether  it  is  not,  and  has  not  be^,  in  all  countries  and 
ages,  agreeable  to  the  feelings,  affections  and  reason  of  mankind. 
The  affection  of  parents  towards  their  children,  is  the  most  pow- 
erful and  imiversal  principle  which  nature  has  implanted  in  the 
human  breast,  and  it  cannot  be  conceived  that,  even  in  the  most 
savage  state,  anyone  is  so  destitute  of  thataflkction,and  of  reason, 
who  would  not  revolt  at  the  position  that  a  stranger  has  as  good 
a  right  as  his  children  to  the  property  of  a  deceased  parent,"  &c. 

In  his  justly  celebrated  Institutes  of  Natural  Law,  p.  117,  Ruth- 
erforth,  in  discussing  this  question,  comes  to  the  conclusion  that 
children  have  not  a  perfect  right,  by  the  laws  of  nature,  to  succeed 
to  the  proi)erty  Of  their  deceased  parraits,  and  thai  proceeds:  ^t 
is,  indeed,  very  evident  that  a  parent  ought  to  do  the  best  that  he 
can  for  the  welfare  of  his  children;  and,  consequently,  that  he 
does  not  do  his  duty  if  he  suffers  them,  through  any  act  or  n^Iect 
of  his,  to  lose  such  goods  as  he  had  in  his  disposal,  and  as  be 
might  have  secured  to  them  after  his  death.  But  this  duty  is  of 
the  imperfect  sort;  the  children  have  no  strict  right  to  the  goods; 
and  what  is  done  contrary  to  this  duty,  and  to  their  imperfect 
right,  will  only  be  wrong,  and  not  void.  However,  when  a  parent 
dies  possessed  of  goods,  and,  without  any  just  reason,  gives  them 
away  from  his  children,  or  causelessly  disinherits  them,  civil  laws 
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do  well  to  interpose  and  set  that  will  aside;  not  because  the  child- 
ren had  naturally  a  strict  right  to  inherit,  without  the  interposi- 
tion of  any  positive  law,  but  the  law,  having  authority  over  the 
person  of  the  parent,  does  well  to  take  care  that  he  shall,  in  all 
respects,  discharge  his  duty,  01  to  diidcharge  it  for  him  where  he 
has  n^lected  it" 

At  page  121,  Hxe  same  learned  author  contmues:  '^The  first 
duty  of  kindness  which  a  man  owes,  is  to  his  children;  he  owes 
them  the  duty  of  not  only  maintaining  them,  but  likewise  of  doing 
his  best  endeavors'  towards  putting  them  in  such  a  condition  as  to 
make  their  life  easy  ^id  comfortaUe  to  them.  They  are  the  prin- 
cipal objects  of  his  regard,  or  have  of  all  other  persons  the  highest 
reason  to  expect  his  favor  and  bounty.  Indeed,  as  he  was  the  im- 
mediate cause  of  their  coming  into  the  world,  it  can  scarce  be 
looked  upon  as  a  matter  of  &vor  and  bounty  in  him  to  make  them 
as  happy  as  he  can,  whilst  they  continue  in  it;  he  might  rather 
be  charged  with  cruelty,  if  he  were  to  do  otherwise.  This  then 
being  the  principal  instance  of  kindness  that  every  person  who  has 
children  is  obliged  to  perform,  their  claim  to  inherit  his  goods 
upon  the  principle  already  laid  down  will  stand  first,  if  he  die 
intestate." 

To  the  same  efiTect  is  Grotius,  book  2,  chap.  7,  sec.  4. 

Rutherforth  further  remarks,  that  '^  what  we  say  of  children  in 
the  first  degree  of  descents,  may  likewise  be  applied  to  those  of  the 
second  or  third  degree,  that  is,  to  a  man^s  grand  children,"  ^'not 
only  because  they  stand  in  the  place  of  their  &ther,  who  would 
have  inherited  if  he  had  been  alive,  but  because  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  remote  parent  as  the  remote  cause  of  their  existence  to  show 
diem  all  the  kindness  in  his  power." 

In  Roper  on  Wills,  p.  2,  note  2,  we  read,  "  the  succession  to  the 
heirs  of  the  body,  and  in  case  of  the  defect  of  such  representatives, 
to  the  next  in  proximity  of  blood,  if  not  a  law  of  nature,  seems  so 
to  correspond  with  its  dictates,  that  history  hardly  carries  us  back 
to  a  time  when  the  notion  and  admission  of  this  claim  did  not  pre- 
vail among  mankind.  The  suggestions  of  a  common  feeling 
appear,  therefore,  to  have  made  this  an  universal  rule  of  transmis- 
»on,  and  to  have  established  it  in  conmiunities,  widely  separated 
by  time  and  place.    Thus,  the  repreaentation  in  the  channel  of 
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blood  and  proximity  seei^OiS  to  have  had  its  foundation  higher  than 
any  positive  institutions,  though  to  pomtive.  institutions  we  must  of 
course  refer  the  modifications  of  this  rule  of  succession.'' 

Hence  then,  we  perceive,  that  the  complainants  below,  (here  ap< 
pdlants,)  do  not  only  found  their  claim  in  the  positive  laws  of  the 
land,  the  statutes  of  descent  and  of  distribution,  but  that  claim  "has 
its  foundations  higher  than  in  any  positive  institutions,  though  to 
positive  institutions  we  must  refer  the  modifications  of  diis  rule." 
That  their  claim  is  so  imperious,  that  if  the  ancestor  omit  to  make 
them  his  successors,  '^  the  civil  laws  do  well  to  interpose  and  set 
his  will  aside;  not  because  the  children  had  naturally  a  strict  right 
to  inherit,  without  the  interposition  6f  any  positive  laws;  but  the 
law  having  authority  over  the  person  of  the  parent,  does  well  to 
take  care  that  he  shall  in  all  respects  discharge  his  duty,  or  to  dis- 
charge  it  for  him  where  he  has  neglected  it."  Based  then  upon 
the  positive  law  of  the  land,  and  calling  to  our  aid  this  our  right, 
sanctioned  by  nature  itself  we  can  only  be  defeated  by  an  opposing 
right,  equally  manifest 

According  to  no  sound  rule  of  judicial  action  can  th«  parent 
succeed  over  the  law,  in  an  attempt  to  depart  from  the  performance 
of  his  natural  duty,  unless  there  can  be  made  manifest  some  law 
by  which  he  has  the  legal  right  to  do  so.  For  we  have  already  se«i 
that  he  has  no  such  moral  right.  If  his  legal  power  is  doubtftil,  a 
court  will  decide  against  the  power  and  in  favor  of  our  right, 
which  is  free  firom  doubt,  if  he  has  not  that  power.  For  that  which 
is  certain  in  law  and  in  moral  right  can  never  be  overcome  by  that 
which  is  uncertain  in  law  and  against  natural  duty. 

The  great  caution  with  which  the  civilized  worid  has  proceeded, 
the  tardiness  of  the  steps  towards  allowing  of  testamentary  disposi- 
tions in  derogation  of  the  rights  of  inheritance  by  blood,  the  reason 
which  ultimately  led  to  the  conferring  that  power  on  testators,  all 
demand  the  most  profound  consideration  of  the  judge,  and  chal- 
lenge his  most  deliberate  and  solemn  examination  that  his  resolu- 
tions and  determinations  may  stand  on  a.  sound  foundation  of 
enlightened  and  philosophical  jurisprudence. 

It  is  only  by  a  constant  recurrence  to  first  principles  that  salu- 
tary systems  can  be  instituted  or  preserved,  either  in  law,  politics, 
or  any  science  whatever.    A  hasty  glance  at  the  subject  of  testa- 
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mentSj  as  flowed  in  ancient  times,  may  be  useful  in  aid  of  this 
examination. 

"  It  appears  doubtful  '\)irhether  among  the  Romans,  before  the 
introduction  of  the  laws  of  the  twelve  tables,  gr  among  the  Athen- 
ians, before  the  legislation  of  Solon,  the  direct  testamentary  dispo- 
sition, eyen  of  moveables,  wias  allowed;  and  among  the  ancient 
Germans  it  appears  that  the  children  succeeded  to  the  possession 
of  the  parent,  and  that  he  had  no  power  to  alienate  them  by 
his  will." 

<^  Till  the  legislation  of  Solon,  the  Athenians  did  not  possess 
this  privilege,  as  it  appe^xs  from  many  authorities,  particularly 
from  Plutarjch,  in  his  life  of  Solon,  p.  196;  nor  according  to  Sel- 
den  did  it  exist  among  the  ancient  Jews,  nor,  as  we  learn  from 
Tacitus,  among  the  Germans  of  his  day.'' 

"  The  tenderness  which  continued  to  prevail  among  the  Romans 
for  the  legal  heir,  is  strongly  displayed  in  their  provision  by  the 
laws,  Furia^  Fbconia,  and  Falcidia^  and  more  pointedly,  perhaps, 
by  their  remedy  querela  inqfficiosi  testamenti,  wherever  a  will 
was  made  against  the  order  of  natural  affection,  withou^  a  reason- 
able cause." 

'^  It.  appears  that  the  most  ancient  mode  of  making  a  testament, 
among  the  Romans,  was,  by  converting  a  man's  private  will  into  a 
public  law,  for  such  seems  to  have  been  the  object  and  intention 
of  the  promulgation  or  celebration  of  a  testament  in  the  callatis 
commiiiiSj  i.  e.  in  the  presence  of  the  Roman  people,  summoned 
before  the  sacerdotal  coU^  per  curias.  And  according  to  Hei- 
neccius,  these  assemblages  were  not  convened  specially  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  sanction  to  wills,  sed  legum^  ferendarum 
magesfratuum  que  creandorum  causa  irfimo  et  ab  alia  negotia 
publico,  bellum,  pacem,  judicial  S^c. 

Thus  was  this  private  disposition  by  testament,  of  the  property 
of  an  individual,  promulged  and  ratified  in.  the  same  manner  as  a 
public  law;  and  for  this  reason,  the  testamenti  f actio  has,  in  the 
text  of  the  imperial  law,  been  said  to  be  nonprivati  sed  publici 
juris — D.  28,  c.  3;  and  again  by  Ulpian,  it  is  said,  legatum  est, 
quod  legis,  modo — testamento  relznqmtus.    Ulp.  tit.  24,  sec.  1." 

The  foregoing  is  extracted  from  Roper  on  Wills,  pages  1  and  2, 
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and  note  2,  vol.  1,  the  whole  of  which  note  is  well  worthy  of  con- 
sideration, though  too  lengthy  to  find  a  place  here. 

61ackst(»ie,  2d  Com.  12,  informs  ns  that  "while  property  con- 
tinued for  life,  testaments  weie  useless  and  unknown,  and  when  it 
became  inheritable,  the  inheritance  was  for  a  long  time  indefeasi- 
ble, and  the  children  or  heirs  at  law  were  incapable  of  exclusion 
by  will." 

He  then  assigns  the  reason  why  this  first  institution  of  the  law 
of  indefeasible  inheritance  was  changed,  and  the  testamentary  ca- 
pacity conferred.  That  reason  was,  <'it  was  found  that  so  strict  a 
rule  of  inheritance,  made  heirs  disobedient  and  headstrong,  de- 
frauded creditors  of  their  just  debts,  and  prevented  many  provi- 
dent fathers  from  dividing  or  charging  their  estates  as  the  exigen- 
cies of  their  families  required."  This  introduced  pretty  generally 
the  right  of  disposing  of  one^s  property  by  testament. 

''This''  he  continues,  "was  established  in  some  countries  much 
later  than  in  others.  With  us,  in  England,  till  modem  times,  a 
man  could  only  dispose  of  one  third  of  his  moveables  firom  his 
wife  and  children,  and  in  general  no  will  was  permitted  of  lands 
fill  the  reign  of  Henry  the  Eighth,  and  then  only  of  a  certain  por- 
tion; for  it  was  not  until  after  the  restoration,  that  the  power  of 
devising  real  property  became  so  universal  as  at  present" 

We  are  informed  by  Crabbe,  in  his  History  of  English  Law,  %, 
that  as  to  the  disposal  of  a  man's  effects  at  his  death,  this  was  not 
governed  by  the  same  law  as  that  which  regulated  the  alienation 
of  lands;  when  any  one  wished  to  make  his  will,  if  he  were  not 
involved  in  debt,  all  his  movables  were  divided  into  three  equal 
parts,  of  which  one  belonged  to  his  heir,  another  to  his  wife,  and 
a  third  was  reserved  to  himself."  This  third,  reserved  to  himself; 
he  might  dispose  of  by  will. 

Again  at  page  98,  "If  the  person  was  encumbered  with  debts, 
he  could  make  ho  disposition  of  his  effects,  without  the  consent 
of  the  heir." 

Thus  stood  the  English  law  in  the  reign  of  Hairy  H.  and  thus 
we  have  a  slight  and  imperfect  view  of  the  great  caution  with 
which  the  law  proceeded  in  allowing  testamentary  dispositions,  to 
deprive  the  heir  of  his  succession,  in  times  ancient  and  modem, 
and  of  the  reason  why  he  was  allowed  to  do  so,  viz :  because  an 


OP  CHANCERY.  653 

Row  and  Ron  v.  Dnncaa  etaLftaiA  Mme  v.  TertiMr  ei  oL 

indefeasible  right  in  descendants  was  at  length  found  to  ''make  heirs 
disobedient  and  headstrong,  to  deprive  creditors  of  their  just  de- 
mands, and  to  prevent  many  prudent  fathers  from  charging  or 
dividing  their  estates  as  the  exigencies  of  their  famihes  required." 

And  from  this  we  may  discover  the  weight,  if  any  it  has,  of  the 
aigument  of  the  appellees,  founded  on  the  assumption  that  ''it  has 
ever  been  a  cherished  principle  of  the  common  law,  to  carry  into 
effect  those  intentions  in  relation  to  property,  which  a  man  wills 
to  be  performed  after  his  death." 

But  as  that  argument  will  be  specially  considered  hereafter,  I 
pass  it  by  for  the  present. 

I  now  proceed  upon  the  supposition  that  it  is  shown:  1.  That 
the  right  of  inheritance  is  not  only  founded  in  the  positive  law  of 
the  land,  but  has  its  source  in  nature  itself,  though  a  right  not  (^ 
'  die  perfect  class.  2.  That  it  is  of  higher  antiquity,  as  recc^nized 
and  established  by  human  law,  than  the  testamentary  right.  3. 
That  this  testamentary  right,  so  fax  as  it  exists  by  human  law, 
was  instituted,  not  because  of  its  conforming  to  natural  reason  or 
right,  but  to  prevent  certain  abuses  growing  out  of  the  original 
indefeasible  nature  of  the  right  of  inheritance. 

Thus  prepared,  we  may  the  better  examine :  1.  Does  the  law 
of  nature  confer  on  the  testator  the  power  to  make  a  disposition  of 
his  property,  such  as  he  has  here  attempted?  and  if  not,  2.  Do 
the  laws  of  the  land  confer  on  him  that  power?  I  maintain  and 
will  prove  the  negative  of  each. 

Upon  the  first  question,  that  of  power  in  virtue  of  the  law  of 
nature,  no  writer  goes»farther  than  Rutherforth.  He  contends  that 
a  man  may,  by  the  law  of  nature,  dispose  of  his  property  by  will 
if  the  heir  (by  which  is  meant  the  legatee)  accept  the  legacy  be- 
fore'the  testator's  death,  but  not  otherwise.  In  his  discussion  of 
this  subject  he  concludes  with  these  words: 

"Whenever  I  speak,  hereafter,  of  the  power  of  disposing  of  our 
goods  by  will,  as  naturally  incident  to  the  right  of  property,  with^ 
out  the  aid  of  civil  laws,  the  reader  must  remember  that  I  mean  a 
will  imder  the  circumstances  just  now  described,  where  the  heir 
has  accepted  before  the  testator's  death.''  1  Institutes  of  Natural 
Law,  109. 

"The  most  usual  and  effectual  way  of  abandoning  property, 
Vol.  L— 55 
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[says  Blackstone,  2  dom.  10,]  is  by  the  death  of  the  occupant; 
when,  both  the  actual  possession  and  intention  of  keeping  posses- 
sion ceasing,  the  property,  which  is  founded  on  such  possession 
and  intention,  ought  also  to  cease  of  course.  For,  naturally 
speaking,  the  instant  a  man  ceases  to  be,  he  ceases  to  have  any 
dominion;  else  if  he  had  a  right  to  dispose  of  his  acquisitions, 
one  moment  beyond  his  life,  he  would  also  have  a  right  to  direct 
their  disposal  for  a  million  of  ages  after  him,  which  would  be 
hig^y  absurd  and  inconvenient." 

At  page  11,  he  proceeds:  ''The  right  of  inheritance  or  descent 
to  the  children,  seems  to  have  been  allowed  much  earlier  than  the 
right  of  devising  by  testament." 

At  page  12,  it  is  said,  "While  property  continued  for  life,  testa- 
ments were  useless  and  unknown,  and  when  it  became  inherita- 
ble, the  inheritance  was  long  indefeasible,  and  the  children,  or 
heirs  at  law,  were  incapable  of  exclusion  by  will." 

He  concludes  by  saying:  ''Wills,  therefore,  and  testaments, 
rights  of  inheritance,  and  succession,  are  all  of  them  creatures  of 
the  civil  or  municipial  laws,  and  accordingly  are  in  all  respects 
regulated  by  them." 

The  celebrated  D'Aguesseau,  in  a  passage  that  will  be  hereafter 
more  fully  extracted,  maintains,  that  the  faculty  of  disposing  by 
testament,  "  is  contrary  to  the  law  of  nature,  by  which  death  de- 
prives a  man  of  every  right  over  his  property." 

To  the  like  effect  is  every  writer  who  treats  of  the  subject,  and 
were  they  silent,  no  truth  seems  more  self  evident,  than  that  at 
death,  all  dominion  over  property  ceases.  That  by  nature,  a  man 
cannot  have  dominion,  beyond  the  term  of  his  own  life,  and  that  he 
cannot  confer  on  another,  an  interest  which  he  himself  had  not, 
that  is  an  interest  beyond  his  life.  It  is  therefore  believed,  that  so 
far  from  the  testator's  possessing  the  right  or  power  to  make  this 
will,  by  the  law' of  nature,  he  could  not  by  that  law,  make  any 
valid  testamentary  disposition  of  his  property.  Having  shown 
this,  it  plainly  follows,  that  it  does  not  rest  on  us  to  show,  that  by 
human  law  the  power  to  make  the  present  disposition  is  denied  to, 
or  taken  firom  him ;  but  on  the  contrary,  it  devolves  on  our  adver- 
saries to  prove  the  institiAion  o^  and  point  to,  some  human  law, 
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which  confers  this  power.  This  they  have  neidier  done  nor  at- 
tempted to  do,  but  by  assertion. 

Although  the  burthen  of  proof  rightfully  rests  with  them,  and 
they  have  failed  to  adduce  it,  I  will  prove  that  no  such  human  law 
erists.  Speaking  in  reference  to  wills,  we  assume,  that  there  is  no 
law  instituted  by  man  in  force  in  Mississippi,  but,  1.  The  common 
law.  2.  Statute  law.  Does  the  common  law  confer  the  power  to 
make  the  disposition  contained  in  this  will  ?  The  opposing  coun- 
sel would  at  one  time  seem  to  rest  the  case  on  the  law  of  nature, 
declaring  that  ^<  the  right  of  the  master  to  manumit  his  slave  is  a 
natural  attribute  of  the  condition  of  slavery ;"  and  at  another,  ap- 
pear to  put  it  on  common  law  ground,  assuming  that  "it  has  ever 
been  a  cherished  principle  of  the  conmion  law  to  carry  into  eflfect 
those  intentions  in  relation  to  the  disposition  of  property,  which  a 
man  wills  to  be  performed  after  his  death." 

The  chancellor's  whole  argument  will,  when  closely  examined, 
be  found  to  turn  on  the  assumption,  that  "  the  right  to  manumit  a 
slave  is  perfect  and  undoubted  at  common  law,  by  will,  deed  or 
otherwise."  Here  then  we  join  issue  with  the  counsel  and  the 
chancellor,  and  undertake  to  prove,  1.  That  no  such  power  exist- 
^  at  the  comnion  law,  and  2.  That. if  it  did  exist  at  the  common 
law,  such  common  law  has  not  been  adopted  in  Mississippi ;  and 
further,  that  if  such  common  law  existed,  and  its  principles  are  in 
force  in  Mississippi,  3.  Tiie  conmion  law  does  not  support  the 
will,  but  declares  it  invalid.  L  No  such  power  existed  at  com- 
mon law.  Extracts  from  Blackstone  and  from  Crabbe,  have  al- 
ready been  given  to  show  the  limited  extent  to  which  the  com- 
mon law  indulged  the  testamentary  right. 

To  these  extracts  we  would  again  solicit  the  attention  of  the 
court,  and  in  further  evidence  of  the  conunon  law,  we  add  from  1 
Roper  on  Wills,  6. 

"  But  though  testaments  of  moveables  were  permitted  by  the 
ancient  law  of  England,  according  to  Glanville  and  Bracton, 
yet  the  power  extended  only  to  one  third,  called  the  dead  man'p 
part ;  which  limitation  seemed  to  prevail  in  London  and  in  York 
after  it  had  fallen  into  disuse  in  other  parts  of  the  kingdom,  till  at 
length,  by  several  .statutes,  the  testamentary  power  was  thrown 
generally  open.    According  to  the  author  of  the  Commentaries, 
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*^  by  the  ancient  common  law  of  the  land,  and  which  continued  al 
the  time  of  magna  charta,  a  man's  goods  were  to  be  divided  into 
three  parts,  of  which  one  went  to  his  heirs,  or  lineal  descendants, 
another  to  his  wife,  and  the  third  was  at  his  own  disposal ;  or  if 
he  died  without  a  wife,  he  might  dispose  of  one  moiety,  and  the 
other  went  to  his  children ;  if  he  had  no  children,  the  wife  was 
entitled  to  one  moiety,  and  he  might  bequeath  the  other ;  but  if 
he  died  without  wife  or  issue,  the  whole  was  at  his  own  disposal. 
The  shares  of  the  wife  or  children  were  called  their  reasonable 
parts,  and  the  writ  dt  rationabili,  parte  banorum^  was  givoi  to 
recover  them. 

'^  In  the  reign  of  Edward  III.  this  right  of  the  wife  and  chil- 
dren was  still  held  to  be  the  common  law,  though  frequently  plead- 
ed as  the  local  custom  of  Berks,  Devon,  and  other  counties ;  Sir 
Henry  Finch  lays  it  down  expressly  to  be  the  general  law  of  the 
,land  in  the  reign  of  Charles  I.  But  the  law  has  since  been  altered 
by  imperceptible  degrees,  and  the  deceased  may  now  bequeath  the 
whole  of  his  goods  and  chattels,  though  it  would  be  diffi(nilt  to 
trace  out  when  this  alteration  began." 

It  was  not  until  the  passage  of  the  act  of  lltfa  Geo.  I.  c  18, 
that  this  general  right  of  testamentary  disposition  extended  to  the 
whole  kingdom :  where  it  existed  bdbre  that  time  it  was  not  by- 
force  of  the  common  law,  but  in  some  counties  it  arose  from  and 
was  founded  on  special  custom ;  in  others,  it  rested  on  act  of  par- 
liament, such  as  IV  W.  and  M.  c.  2.  and  ii.  and  in  Anne,  c  5. 
This  will  be  found  to  be  confirmed  by  Thomas'  Coke,  and  in 
Fitzherbert's  Natura  Brevium,  we  find  the  writ  de  raiionabiH 
parte  bonorum  given,  as  the  common  law  remedy  appointed  for 
the  widow  or  issue.  Indeed  I  had  never  believed,  from  my  first 
reading  of  Blackstone  and  Coke,  that  there  was  any  lawyer  doubt- 
ing on  this  subject,  until  I  sq  learned  in  this  case.  So  far  th»  is 
it  from  the  fact  that  the  common  law. supports  this  will,  we  find 
that  by  it,  the  testator  could  only  dispose  by  testament  of  one  half 
of  his  personalty,  and  of  no  part  of  the  realty. 

If,  however,  the  common  law  conferred  the  power  to  dispose  of 
the  whole  of  the  efiects  by  will,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  present 
will  is  valid. 

The  power  to  dispose  of  my  estate  by  will  is  one  thing;  the 
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power  to  manumit  my  slaves  by  will,  is  quite  a  different  matter. 
This  power  did  not  exist  at  common  law.  I  should  have  been 
much  surprised  at  this  assertion  of  the  chancellor,  aad  more  at  his 
supposing  that  it  had  any  application  here,  had  I  been  ignorant 
that  a  sunilar  assertion  had  been  made  by  another  American  judge, 
and  that  hasty  dicta  were  not  wanting  to  mislead  in  that  respect. 

The  common  law  in  relation  to  manumission,  is  exclusively 
confined  to  villeins,  who  are  sometimes  called  slaves.  YiUeins 
were  not  manumitted  by  will,  as  far  as  known  to  me,  and  I  have 
ever  supposed  the  saying  by  some  American  judges,  to  have  been 
hasty,  and  without  examination  or  reflection.  Except  in  the  in* 
stance  of  our  chancellor,  it  occurs  as  mere  obiter^  thrown  out 
loosely,  nothing  predicated  on  it;  and  constituting  no  point  in  the 
cause,  received  no  examination.    Let  us  now  examine  it. 

In  1st  Thomas'  Coke,  497,  we  find  this:  '^There  be  two  kinds 
of  manumissions — one  express,  and  the  other  implied.  Express, 
when  the  villein  by  deed,  in  express  words,  is  manumised  ^and 
made  free.  The  other  implied,  by  doing  some  act  which  maketh 
in  judgment  of  law  the  villein  free,  albeit  there  be  no  express 
words  of  manumission  or  enfranchisement.  If  a  villein  be  manu- 
mised, albeit  he  become  ungrateful  to  the  Lord  in  the  highest  de- 
gree, yet  the  manumission  remains  good,  and  herein  the  common 
law  difiereth  from  the  civil  law." 

The  instances  of  implied  manumission  then  follow,  yet  we  have 
nothing  of  wills. 

In  Cooper's  Justinian,  417,  it  is  said:  ^^The  ancient  form  of 
manumitting  villeins  was  thus:  ''If  any  person  be  desirous  of  en- 
franchising his  slave,  let  him,  with  his  right  hand,  deliver  [the 
slave  to  the  sheriff,  in  full  county,  proclaim  him  exempt  from  the 
bond  of  servitude,  by  manumission.  Show  him  open  gates  and 
ways,  deliver  him  fire  arms,  to  wit,  a  lance  and  a  sword,  where- 
upon he  becomes  a  free  man."  Harris  from  Wilkin's  Leges  Anglo- 
Saxonicaa.  Afterwards  manumission  of  villeins  was  conferred  by 
grant  and  release,  of  which  Harris  has  given  a  form  in  the  Com- 
plete Clerk,  1676." 

Crabb,  in  his  history  of  the  English  law,  82,  informs  us,  "when 
writing  became  common,  villeins  were  enfranchised  by  the  lord's 
deed." 

66* 
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In  SuUiyan's  Lectures,  vol.  2,  *comiiieDciDg  at  page  75,  is  a 
treatise  ''of  the  methods  invented  to  destroy  viUeinagB — ^tfae  be&t 
of  the  English  law  towards  liberty,"  for  so  he  heads  and  entitles 
the  chapter*  We  there  have  what  is  intwded  for  a  full  treatise  oa 
this  subject,  and  no  such  mode  of  manumission,  as  that  by  will,  is 
to  be  found. 

Blaekstone,  2  Com.  74,  takes  up  the  same  subject,  and  no  allu- 
sion to  will,  as  a  method  of  manumission,  is  to  be  found  in  his 
pages. 

Preston,  Roper  and  Roberts,  in  treating  of  wills,  are  equally 
silent;  and  no  author,  to  whom  I  have  ever  had  access,  advances 
such  an  idea. 

If,  then,  when  expressly  treating  of  manumission,  neither  Lit- 
tleton nor  Ck>ke,  nor  in  their  notes,  Haigrave,  Butler,  or  Thomai^ 
allude  to  a  will;  if  Cooper,  Cmbb,  Sullivan  and  Blaekstone  in 
their  researches,  have  not  discovered  it,  may  we  not  well  d»nand 
on  what  foundation  rests  the  assertion^  that  "the  right  to  manumit 
a  slave  is  perfect  and  undoubted  at  common  law,  by  will,  deed  or 
otherwise." 

Having  jEiimished,  as  I  believe,  no  slight  reason  to  doubt  the 
chancellor's  position,  I  will  concede,  for  the  purposes  of  the  aigu- 
ment,  that  he  is  right,  and  show, 

2.  If  the  power  to  manumit  villeins  existed  at  the  common  law, 
that  part  of  the  common  law  has  not  been  adopted,  and  constitutes 
no  part  of  the  law  of  Mississippi. 

The  tenure  of  villeinage  never  existed  in  Geoi^a,  or  in  Missis- 
sippi. It  had  ceased  in  England  at  least  as  early  as  the  reign  of 
Charles  the  Second.  Those  who  anciently  held  by  the  tenure  cf 
villeinage,  were  then  converted  into  tenants  by  copy  of  court  roQ. 
Crabb,  in  his  history  of  English  law,  636,  asserts  that  at  this 
period,  there  was  not  a  villein  in  England. 

Villeinage  being  then  at  an  end,  the  common  law  rules  inciden- 
tal to  it,  of  course  ceased  with  it.  They  were  rules  instituted  in 
reference  to  a  relation,  which  had  ceased  to  be  a  lawful  relatioD; 
and  with  the  destruction  of  the  relation,  the  principle  thing,  the 
ruleS)  which  were  but  incidents,  also  ceased. 

These  rules,  then,  were  not  in  being  after  the  reign  of  Charles 
the  Second.    Prior  to  that  time  they  had  been  law;  subsequently 
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we  find  them  but  as  matters  of  history,  thby  are  only  so  treated  of, 
and  clearly  are  of  no  other  nature. 

Bearing  this  in  mind,  let  us  next  take  into  view,  that  it  was  not 
until  the  year  1732  that  the  project  was  formed  for  the  settlem^at 
of  Georgia,  from  which  sprang  Mississippi.  This  project,  then 
formed,  led  to  the  charter  granted  by  George  the  Second,  to  Lord 
Percival  and  others.  See  Marsh  Col.  c.  9,  p.  247;  Stokes'  history 
of  Col.  113;  1  Story  on  the  Constitution,  128. 

In  conformity  with  the  usage  of  nations,  when  the  colony  of 
Georgia  was  settled,  the  laws  of  England,  of  a  general  nature  and 
suited  to  their  condition,  became  the  laws  of  the  colony.  When 
they  emigrated,  they  carried  their  law  with  them,  as  pari  of  their 
birdiright.  What  law?  The  law  of  villeinage?  Certainly  not 
It  was  no  part  of  their  law.  It  had  been  the  law  of  the  subjects 
of  the  j»red.ecessors  of  Charles  the  Second,  but  was  never  the  law 
of  the  subjects  of  George  the  First  It  had  no  existence  in  Eng- 
landr  It  had  ceased  before  they  were  in  being,  and  they  could 
not  have  carried  that  law  or  adopted  it  if  they  adopted  it  at  all, 
it  must  either  have  been  done  expr^y  or  by  reasonable  implicar 
tion.  They  did  not  do  so  expressly,  and  there  is  no  reason  to  im« 
ply  its  adoption. 

There  is  no  reason  to  believe  they  thought  of  it,  or  eared  about 
it,  if  thought  of.  For  they  had  no  tenure  to  whiclx  it  applied,  no 
villeins  to  whom  it  related,  no  lords  to  whom  it  referred.  It 
did  not  bear  directly  or  remotely  on  any  human  being  of  their 
community.  As  well  might  it  be  said  that  they  adopted  the  whole 
body  of  the  common  law,  as  it  stood  in  the  reign  of  William  the 
Conqueror  or  of  Alfred,  as  that  they  adopted  the  law  as  it  stood 
|Mrior  to  the  reign  of  Charles  the  Second. 

Law  is  a  practical  matter,  and  must  not  rest  on  loose  generali* 
ties.  It  is  ever  changing  with  the  varying  condition  and  constitu* 
tion  of  society.  If  adopted,  it  results  that  we  must  fix  the  period 
of  its  adoption;  otherwise  we  have  no  certainty.  For  the  law  of 
one  century,  in  one  organization  of  society,  is  not  the  law  of  the 
next  century,  when  the  organization  and  structure  of  society  has 
changed.  He  is  but  shallowly  read  in  the  common  law,  who 
does  not  know  that  that  law,  as  it  stood  prior  to  Charles  II,  was  a 
very  different  body  firom  the  law  as  it  was  in  1732. 
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The  rule  on  the  subject  of  the  adoption  of  the  laws  of  the  pa- 
rent state,  where  it  rests  on  implication,  is  the  only  sensible  mle 
that  can  be  conceived  of.  It  is  well  known  to  even  every  tyro  in 
the  law,  that  the  colony  adopts  the  laws  of  the  parentstate,  as  they 
were  at  the  time  of  emigration;  and  then  so  far  only  as  those  laws 
apply  and  are  suited  to  the  condition  of  the  infant  conmiunity. 
There  was  no  law  of  manumission  in  England  at  the  time  of 
emigration,  and  if  there  had  been;  it  did  not  apply  to  their  condi- 
tion, there  being  in  their  community  neither  villein  nor  lord.  See 
1  Kent's  Com.  4/2-73,  and  note  a. 

If,  however,  the  law  of  villeinage  was  adopted  by  the  colony 
of  Georgia,  does  it  thence  follow  that  it  was  made  or  became  the 
law  of  master  and  slave  in  Mississippi?  Has  the  legislature 
declared  that  the  law  of  villeinage,  in  any  of  its  parts,  as  it  stood 
in  England  before  the  reign  of  Charles  n,  shall  be  the  law  of 
Mississippi,  in  relation  to  master  and  slave?  It  has  not  Have 
the  courts  power  to  make  the  law  of  villeinage  the  law  of  master 
and  slave?  They  have  not.  They  claim  no  such  power.  It  in 
their  office  to  apply  law  to  cases,  not  to  make  law.  And  disguise 
it  as  we  will,  call  it  adjudication  or  what  not,  the  name  does 'not 
change  the  nature  of  the  thing ;  and  to  apply  the  English  law  of 
manumission  of  villeins  to  the  manumission  of  the  slaves  of  the 
citizens  of  Mississippi,  is  gross  and  glaring  usurpation  of  the  legis- 
lative power. 

.  Were  it  required  that  the  appellants  prove  that  the  law  of  vil- 
leinage is  not  the  law  of  this  land,  in  reference  to  slaves,  it  would 
not  be  difficult. 

By  the  English  law  of  villeinage,  (or  slavery  if  you  please,)  the 
child  belonged  to  the  owner  of  the  fether;  by  the  law  of  Missis- 
sippi, it  belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  mother.  By  the  former,  vil- 
leins or  slaves  were  capable  of  contracting  marriage,  and  the  issue 
of  such  marriage  was  legitimate,  and  inherited  as  other  Intimate 
children.  By  our  law,  slaves  have  not  the  capacity  of  contract- 
ing marriage,  and  all  children  of  slaves  are  consequently  ill^ti- 
mate.  By  the  law  of  villeinage  all  bastards  were  bom  free.  By 
the  law  of  slavery  in  Mississippi,  all  the  bastard  children  of  female 
slaves  are  bom  slaves.  By  the  law  of  villeinage,  the  villein  en- 
joyed the  right  of  acquiring  and  holding  property.     Slaves  in 
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Mississippi  can  do  neither*  A  villein  was  a  free  man,  and  en- 
joyed all  the  rights  of  such,  except  as  between  himself  and  his 
lord.  Not  so  of  the  slaves  in  Mississippi.  In  fine,  there  is  not 
one  trait  of  resemblance  between  villeinage  at  the  common  law 
and  our  slavery.  On  what  foundation  then  can  rest  the  implica- 
^  tion,  that  as  to  manumission,  the  common  law  of  England  respect^ 
ing  villein  and  lord,  is  the  law  of  Mississippi,  as  between  master 
and  slave.  Is  it  that  the  policy  of  England,  respecting  her  vil- 
leins, is  the  same  widi  the  state  policy  of  Mississippi,  relating 
to  slavery?    They  are  the  very  reverse  of  each  other. 

Sullivan,  in  his  Lecture  before  referred  to,  entitles  it :  "Of  the 
method  invented  to  destroy  villeinage — the  bent  of  the  English 
law  towards  liberty."  And  Blackstone,  in  treating  of  the  law  of 
enfranchisement  in  England,  accounts  for  the  law  of  manumission 
as  it  prevailed  there,  by  doplaring,  that  "the  law  is  always  ready 
to  catch  at  any  thing  in  favor  of  liberty." 

Have  the  people  of  Mississippi,  by  legislation,  or  any  other 
means,  adopted  as  part  of  her  system  these  methods  invented  to 
destroy  slaver]^?  Have  her  laws  or  has  her  state  policy,  relative  to 
slaves,  this  '%ent  towards  liberty?"  Are  her  laws  "always  ready 
to  catch  at  any  thing  in  favor  of  liberty?" 

The  foregoing  quotations,  and  the  whole  history  of  villeinage 
in  England,  shows  that  the  whole  policy  of  England  was  to  put 
an  end  to  villeinage,  that  it  aimed  at  its  destruction,  and  finally 
overthrew  and  wholly  subverted  the  institution.  These  rules  of 
manumission  were  but  ineans  "invented  for  the  special  purpose  of 
effecting  this  end,"  and  they  proved  effectual.  In  England  this 
was  souiid  policy;  it  was  necessary  to  the  peace  and  prosperity  of 
the  kingdom,  and  therefore  it  was  necessary  and  good  statesman- 
ship to  aim  at  its  accomplishment.  Villeinage  strengthened  the 
barons,  and  weakened  the  sovereign,  fostering  and  supporting  re- 
bellion, and  endangering  the  integrity  of  the  kingdom.  Its  de- 
struction wrested  from  the  hands  of  these  haughty  and  rebellious 
lords  the  instruments  of  their  strength,  and  gave  firnmess  and  star 
bility  founded  in  the  consequent  increased  strength  of  the  crown. 
Every  villein  manumised  gave  to  the  king  a  new  subject,  wrested 
from  dependence  on  and  obedience  to-  the  will  of  a  rival  baron. 
From  these,  and  from  other  causes  not  necessary  to  be  enumera- 
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ted,  sprung  up  the  principle  of  policy  under  consideration.  The 
courts  being  but  organs  through  which  states  carry  out  their  pol- 
icy, so  far  as  subjects  of  litigation  arise  involving  in  any  degree 
the  policy  of  states,  they  ever  regard  a  principle  of  state  policy  as 
embodying  a  law  of  the  highest  obligation,  and  to  which  law  pri- 
vate rights  must  bend. 

Hence,  in  contracts,  whatever  may  be  the  merits  of  a  cause,  as 
between  the  inomediate  parties,  the  courts  declare  contracts  void 
if  they  militate  with  the  policy  of  the  state.  This  they  do  not 
because  of  any  merit  in  the  defendant's  cause,  for,  considering  the 
case  as  between  the  parties  only,  the  law  and  justice  of  the  case 
is  with  the  plaintiff.  Yet  to  promote  the  pubhc  policy,  to  give 
efiect  to  the  paramount  law,  the  plaintiff  loses  a  cause  just  and 
lawful  as  between  himself  and  his  adversary.  The  whole  doc- 
trine of  the  law  contracts,  ob  turpam  causam^  rests  on  this  foun 
dation.  . 

The  decisions  of  the  English  courts,^  therefore,  on  the  subject 
of  slavery,  rest  on  a  solid  foundation,  on  that  of  the  policy  of  the 
sovereign,  whose  judicial  power  was  delegated  to  them.  In  an 
American  state,  where  slavery  exists,  but  where  the  principles  of 
abolition  have  taken  such  deep  root,  as  to  lead  to  a  determination 
to  put  an  end  to  slavery,  that  being  the  policy  of  the  state,  the 
courts,  as  the  judicial  organs  of  the  state,  would  rightfully  pursue 
the  same  course.  For  judges  are  to  regard  the  policy  of  the  state 
and  give  it  effect. 

In  Mississippi  we  have  no  such  policy  as  to  slaves,  our  policy 
and  our  laws  are  decidedly  anti-abolition.  It  is  to  support  and 
sustain  the  institution,  not  to  break  it  down.  In  our  laws  and 
policy  there  are  no  "  means  invented  to  destroy  slaverj^;"  there  is 
to  be  found  no  <'  bent  towards  freedom"  of  our  slaves;  our  laws  are 
not  "always  ready  to  catch  at  any  thing  in  favor  of  liberty."  Shall 
our  judges  then,  run  in  advance  of  state  policy,  and  counter  to  it, 
and  invent  these  means?  Are  they  to  give  our  laws  this  bent? 
Is  it  for  them  to  be  always  ready  to  catch  at  any  thing  in  favor  of 
the  liberty  of  our  slaves?  or  rather  shall  they  not  regard  our  state 
policy  as  embodying  and  containing  within  it  a  law  of  the  highest 
obligation  on  them,  as  did  the  English  courts;  and  upon  the  same 
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principle  that  led  those  courts  to  favor  manumission;  thud  carrying 
out  the  policy  of  their  govermnent :  shall  not  ours  pursue  the  re- 
verse course,  to  carry  out  ours  ? 

Is  it  conceivable,  that  when  we  adopted  a  policy  in  reference  to 
our  slaves,  the  opposite  of  that  of  England  relative  to  her  villeins, 
we  also  adopted  at  the  same  time  the  rules  there  instituted  and 
effectually  employed  to  defeat  the  very  end  we  had  in  view  ?  Let 
us  not  convict  ourselves  of  such  folly.  We  have  not  dc^ne  so  by 
any  express  declaration,  and  it  is  at  least  an  unreasonable,  if  not 
an  absurd  implication.  But  I  am  prepared  to  go  further,  and 
again,  so  far  as  the  argument  is  concerned,  admit,  that  the  com- 
mon law,  as  applicable  to  villeins,  is  adopted,  and  is  the  law  of 
Mississippi,  applicable  to  the  relation  of  master  and  slave;  and  fur- 
ther, I  will  concede  that  by  this  common  law  thus  adopted,  and 
thus  applied,  the  master  might  manumit  his  slave  by  will,  and 
yielding  all  this,  no  part  of  which  is  believed  to  be  true,  I  will  yet 
prove, 

3.  That  this  same  common  law  does  not  support  this  will,  but 
on  the  contrary  declares  it  invalid* 

When  a  villein  or  slave  was  manumitted  in  England,  the  tie 
which  had  bound  him  to  his  lord  was  broken,  and  he  became  a 
free  subject  to  the  long,  to  whom  was  now  due  from  this  newly 
,  made  free  man  all  the  allegiance  and  subjection  which  was  com-  * 
mon  to  the  other  subjects  of  the  crown,  and  in  whom  was  vested, 
indefeasibly,  all  the  rights  of  a  British  subject.  It  was  to  strengthen 
the  crown  that  the  manumission  most  generally  occurred.  The 
common  law  allowed  not  the  lord  to  send  bis  villein  to  France  or 
to  Germany,  there  to  be  manumitted.  Expatriation  was  in  direct 
violation  of  its  niles.  Once  a  subject,  always  a  subject,  was  in- 
delibly impressed  in  its  whole  policy  and  texture.  Here  the  testa- 
tor directs  that  his  slaves  shall  be  sent  to  Africa,  imder  the  directions 
and  superintendance  of  the  American  Colonisation  Society.  In 
what  book  of  the  common  law  do  we  find  such  a  power?  And 
this,  the  power  to  devise  that  the  slave  or  villein  shall  be  sent  to  a 
foreign  country,  out  of  the  king's  dominion,  must  be  shown  to 
exist  before  the  common  law  or  any  argument  founded  on  it,  can 
have  any  influence  favorable  to  the  appellees. 

An  argument  drawn  from  the  common  law  is  clearly  against 
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them,  for  not  only  did  it  not  vest  in  the  lord  power  to  send  his  vil* 
lein  out  of  the  kingdom,  but  positively  forbid  expatriation. 

We  now  come  to  the  inquiry,  does  the  statute  law  of  Missis- 
sippi confer  the  power? 

Our  statute  of  wills,  Rev.  Code,  page  32,  sec.  14,  confers  on  the 
testator  the  power  of  disposition  by  will,  in  terms  broad  and  com- 
prehensive,  but  not  in  terms  more  broad  and  comprehensive  than 
does  the  law  of  England. 

In  the  conduct  of  this  branch  of  the  argument,  I  am  of  neces- 
sity led  to  notice,  more  particularly  than  I  have  yet  done,  the  aigu- 
ment  of  the  counsel  on  the  adverse  side,  and  that  of  the  chancd- 
lor.  The  latter  I  would  gladly  have  passed  in  silence,  but  its 
examination  is  forced  upon  me,  as  it  is  printed,  and  therefore  re- 
lied on  as  argument  in  this  case,  and  whatever  delicacy  may  be 
involved  in  entering  the  field  of  discussion,  with  one  occupying 
his  exalted  station,  where  his  decisions  are  directly  called  in  ques- 
tion, and  his  reasonings  are  brought  forward  in  support  of  than, 
duty  requires  that  they  be  fully  examined. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellees  proceed  thus :  1.  "  The  disposi- 
tion of  property,  by  last  will  and  testament,  has  its  origin  in  the 
earliest  period  of  history."  2.  ^'  It  has  ever  been  a  cherished  prin- 
ciple of  the  common  law,  to  carry  into  effect  those  intentions  in 
relation  to  the  disposition  of  property,  'which  a  man  wills  to  be 
performed  after  his  death.'  This  dominion  over  property  after 
death,  is  indulged  until  it  comes  in  collision  with  great  princijdes 
of  public  policy.  It  may  be  safely  laid  down  as  an  incontrovertible 
position,  that  a  person  may,  unless  prohibited  by  law,  direct  in  his 
will  any  disposition  of  his  property  after  his  death  which  he  could 
have  l^ally  made  during  his  lifetime." 

''  Our  own  statute,  on  the  subject  of  last  wills  and  testaments, 
gives  this  power  in  the  broadest  terms.  It  cannot  for  a  moment 
be  contended,  that  without  an  express  law  prohibiting  it,  (and  eren 
such  a  law  would  be  unconstitutional,)  any  person  would  not  have 
the  right  to  carry  or  send  any  portion  of  his  personal  property  oat 
of  the  state  of  Mississippi,  to  Africa  or  elsewhere,  provided  the 
rights  of  third  persons  were  not  infringed  thereby.  The  owner 
could  either  take  it  himself,  or  employ  an  agent  as  trustee  to 
effectuate  his  intention,  and  would  have  an  undoubted  right  to 
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ai^ropriate  the  proceeds  of  other  property  to  the  accomplishment 
of  the  object." 

We  will  take  up  the  foregoing  argument,  sentence  by  sentence, 
and  show  that  it  is  in  every  part  unsound,  or  operates  against  the 
appellees,  to  promote  whose  cause  it  is  advanced.  How  far  it  has 
^'ever  been  the  cherished,  principle  of  the  common  law  to  carry 
wills  into  effect^"  has  already  been  seen. 

Let  us  next  inquire,  with  what  propriety  it  can  be  said,  that 
'^his  dominion  over  property,  after  death,  is  indulged  until  it 
comes  in  collision  with  great  principles  of  public  policy."  In  do- 
ing so,  we  are  necessarily  led  to  inquire,  in  the  first  place^  what 
this  dominion  is,  which  is  said  to  have  been  so  indulged. 

We  have  already  seen  that  the  law  of  nature  gave  no  dominicm 
beyond  life,  or,  if  at  all  extended  beyond  life,  it  was  a  dominion,to 
be  exercised  by  will  only,  in  case  of  acceptance  by  the  heir,  in  the 
life  of  the  testator.  It^has  already  been  seen  that  this  dominion, 
such  as  it  is,  was,  by  the  common  law,  only  extended  to  what  was 
the  dead  man's  part.  But  I  have  not  inquired  of  the  nature  or 
quality  of  the  dominion  itself  Was  unlimited  power  conferred — 
a  power  given  to  the  dead — to  exempt  property  firom  th^  dominion 
of  the  living,  or  was  it  only  a  dominion  conferred  to  the  dead  to 
say  who  among  the  living  should  exercise  dominion?  I  use  the 
expression  "power  given  to  the  dead,"  because  a  will,  the  medium 
through  which  this  dominion  is  exercised,  only  takes  effect  on  the 
death  of  the  testator. 

Here  it  may  be  proper  to  go  back  and  look  into  the  reason  on 
which  the  power  of  testamentary  disposition  rests,  or  the  circum- 
stances that  gave  it  birth,  and  tbe  evils  it  was  intended  to  obviate. 
In  tracing  the  history  of  dominion,  or  property  in  goods,  as  it  has 
existed  among  mankind,  we  find  that  "property,  both  in  land  and 
moveables,  being  originally  acquired  by  the  first  taker,  it  remained 
in  him,  by  the  principles  of  universal  law,  till  such  time  as  he 
does  some  other  act  which  shows  an  intention  to  abandon  it,  for 
then  it  becomes,  naturally  s^peaking,  publici  Juris  once  more,  and 
is  liable  to  be  again  appropriated  by  the  first  occupant."  2  Black. 
Com.  p.  9. 

We  further  perceive  that  "the  most  universal  and  efiectual  way 
of  abandoning  property  is  by  the  death  of  the  occupant;    when 
ToL.1— 66 
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both  the  actual  possession  and  intentioii  of  keeping  possession, 
ceasing,  the  property,  which  is  founded  upon  such  possession  and 
intration,  oi^ht  also  to  cease,  of  course.  For,  naturally  speaking, 
the  instant  a  man  ceases  to  be,  he  ceases  to  have  any  dominion." 
Ibid.  p.  10. 

''All  property  must  therefore  cease  upon  death,  considering  men 
as  absolute  individuals  and  unconnected  with  civil  society;  for 
then,  by  the  principles  before  established,  the  most  immediate  occu- 
pant would  acquire  a  right  in  all  that  the  deceased  possessed. 
But  as,  under  civilized  governments,  which  are  calculated  for  the 
peace  of  mankind,  such  a  constitution  would  be  productive  of  endr 
less  disturbances,  the  universal  law  of  almost  every  nation  (which 
is  a  kind  of  secondary  law  of  nature)  has  either  given  the  djring 
person  the  power  of  continuing  his  property,  by  disposing  of  his 
possession  by  will,  or  in  case  he  neglects  to  dispose  of  it,  or  is  not 
permitted  to  make  any  disposition  at  all,  the  municipal  law  of  the 
country  then  steps  in  and  declares  who  shall  be  the  successor, 
representative,  or  heir  of  the  deceased;  that  is,  who  alone  shall 
have  a  right  to  enter  upon  this  vacant  possession,  in  order  to  avoid 
that  confusion  which  its  again  becoming  common  would  occasion. 
And  furth^,  in  case  no  testament  be  permitted  by  the  law,  or 
none  be  made,  and  no  heir  be  foimd  so  qualified  as  the  law  requires, 
still,  to  prevent  the  robust  title  of  occupancy  from  again  taking 
place,  the  doctrine  of  escheats  is  adopted  in  almost  every  conn- 
try."    Ibid. 

We  also  ascertain  that  the  right  of  hereditary  succession  was 
long  recognized  and  established,  by  positive  law,  before  testaments 
were  permitted,  or,  to  use  the  forcible  language  of  Blackstone,  2d 
Com.  p.  12,  ''when  property  became  inheritable,  the  inheritance 
was  long  indefeasible,  and  the  children  or  heirs  at  law  were  inca- 
pable of  exclusion  by  will,  till  at  length  it  was  found  that  so  strict 
a  rule  of  inheritance  made  heirs  disobedient  and  headstrong,  de- 
frauded creditors  of  their  just  debts,  and  prevented  many  prudoit 
fitthers  from  dividing  or  changing  their  estates,  as  the  exigencies  of 
their  families  required.  This  introduced,  pretty  generally,  the 
right  of  disposing  of  one's  property,  or  at  least  a  part  of  it,  by  tes- 
tament." 
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We  now  discover  the  whole  reason  npon  which  the  law  has 
progressiyely  come  to  the  adoption  of  testamentary  dispositions. 

By  the  law  of  nature,  when  death  occurred,  the  property  of  the 
deceased  again  became  common.  Haying  no  owner,  it  was  sub- 
ject to  be  taken  possession  of,  and  belonged  to  him  who  first  seized 
it  Why  was  it  necessary,  when  civil  society  was  formed,  to 
change  this  law?  We  have  the  answer.  Such  a  right,  in  the  na- 
ture of  things,  was  'productive  of  endless  disturbances,"  and  the 
well-being  of  society  demanded  of  hutnan  legislators  that  means 
should  be  devised  ^'to  prevent  the  robust  title  of  occupancy  from 
again  taking  place.*  This  could  only  be  done  by  "declaring  who 
alone  should  have  a  right  to  enter  upon  this  vacant  possession.'^ 
This  was  accomplished  by  instituting  the  rule  of  inheritance. 

This  right  of  hereditary  succession  having  been  long  indefeasi- 
ble, further  experience  showed  that,  in  removing  the  evil  that 
existed  in  the  natural  law,  the  law  makers  had  introduced  another 
evil,  which,  in  its  turn,  required  a  remedy.  The  indefeasible 
nature  of  the  right  of  hereditary  succession  rendered  heirs  diso- 
bedient and  headstrong,  and  prevented  many  prudent  fathers  fn»n 
dividing  or  changing  their  estates^  as  the  exigencies  of  their  families 
squired.  Hence  further  municipal  r^fulation  was  necessary  to 
reduce  to  proper  subjection  and  dependence,  headstrong  and  diso- 
bedient heirs,  and  to  enable  prudent  &thers  to  divide  or  change 
their  estates  as  the  exigencies  of  their  families  required  To  these 
ends  it  was  provided  that  each  possessor  might  select  his  own  suc- 
cessor by  his  will;  that  is,  that  he  might  declare  who  only  should 
have  a  right  to  enter  on  bis  vacant  possession.  This  removed  the 
evils  which  gave  rise  to  the  law  rendering  defeasible  the  long  in- 
defeasible nature  of  the  right  of  hereditaly  succession.  This 
^ux^omptished  and  perfected  the  legislative  scheme  to  obviate  the 
evil  existing  In  the  law  of  nature. 

It  was  not  intended  by  the  institution  of  wills,  to  introduce,  at 
the  discretion  of  the  owner  of  property,  the  very  evil  which  caui^ 
the  institution  of  the  rule  of  inheritance.  Yet,  such  is  the  efect, 
if  the  testamentary  capacity  extends  to,  and  confers  upon,  the  dead, 
not  only  the  power  to  say  who  among  the  living,  shall  inherit  or 
take  his  estate,  but  also  to  the  power  of  making  a  provision  by 
his  wiU,  setting  aside  the  right  conferred  by  the  general  law  upon 


668  SUPERIOR  COURT 

Rom  and  Ron  «.  Doneui  et «/.,  and  nme  r.  Yflrtner  et  aL 

his  heiirs,  without  providing  a  successor  himself.  For  if,  by  will,  he 
deprives  them  of  the  right  of  succession  under  ihemumcipal  law, 
and  if  also  he  omits  to  confer  the  right  upon  any  other,  his  estate 
thereby  becomes  publici  juris  once  more,  and  liable  to  be  seized 
upon  by  the  next  comer. 

The  first  and  greatest  evil  was,  that  on  the  death  of  the  posses- 
sor, his  estate  was  without  an  owner,  and  all  the  legislation,  by 
which  were  established  laws  of  inheritance,  wills  and  escheats^ 
were  human  institutions,  designed  in  the  most  effectual  and  bene- 
ficial manner,  to  remove  this  evil,  by  preventing  the  property  firoDDi 
becoming  again  common,  without  introducing  other  evils;  and  the 
second  stage  of  legislation,  by  which  wills  were  instituted,  never 
was  intended  and  cannot  Intimately  have  the  effect  of  again  in- 
troducing the  very  state  of  things  in  a  particular  case,  which  gave 
rise  to  the  whole  system. 

It  has  never  been  understood  by  jurists,  that  the  power  to  make 
a  will,  conferred  on  the  dead,  the  ability  t6  deprive  the  living  of 
the  use  of  that  property,  which  the  laws  of  the  country  had  pro- 
tected him  in  the  enjoyment  c^,  and  of  which  death  had  deprived 
him.  But  it  has  ever  been  considered  as  only  conferring  on  the 
owner  the  right,  or  rather  the  power,  of  appointing  his  own  suc- 
cessor, or  heir. 

The  foregoing  quotation  shows  this :  It  is  said  to  be  the  power 
of  continuing  his  property,  by  disposing  of  his  possessicxis,  by 
will.  Who  ever  used  the  words,  "  dispose  of  property,"  to  convey 
the  idea,  that  the  thing  spoken  of,  was  no  longer  property?  Who 
ever  attempted  to  convey  the  idea,  that  I  manumitted  my  slaves, 
by  saying  I  had  disposed  of  them  ?  But  further,  who  would  say 
Uiat  I  continued  my  property,  in  my  slaves,  by  setting  them  free  ? 

Taking  the  passage  entire,  in  its  connexion  with  the  whole 
chapter,  we  plainly  see  that  Blackstone  does  not  intend  to  confine 
the  words,  ^  who  shall  be  successor,  representative,  or  heir  of  the 
deceased,"  to  the  effect  of  the  law  of  inheritance,  but  extends  them 
to  the  effect  of  the  exercise  of  the  testamentary  power  also.  This 
is  put  beyond  all  doubt,  by  reference  to  the  thirteenth  page,  where 
it  is  said :  "  The  positive  law  of  society,  which  is,  with  us,  the 
municipal  law  of  England,  directs  it  to  vest  in  such  persons,  as 
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the  last  proprietor  shally  by  will,  attended  with  certain  requisites, 
appoint'' 

In  confirmation,  I  will  copy  a  short  pasfeAge  from  Roberts  on 
Wills,  page  7,  note  (6,)  speakingvof  the  Roman  law,  he  says :  <^The 
general  jepresentative  was  the  heir,  and  by  that  title  he  succeeded, 
as  well  to  the  moveables  as  immoveables,  and  when  the  whole 
substance  devolved,  the  difference  was  only  between  him  who  was 
appointed  heir  by  the  will,  and  was  called  /ueres  instiiutus^  and 
him  who  succeeded  to  the  intestate  as  his  natural  heir. 

'^  It  has  been  endeavored  in  a  preceding  note,  to  help  the  stu- 
dent to  understand  the  nature  of  this  appointment  of  an  heir,  by 
will^  in  the  Roman  law,  before  and  afier  the  law  of  the  Twelve 
Tables,,  by  the  clause  ^'uti  quisque  kgassit^  d&c,  (which  was 
construed  to  compromise  the  hseridum  insiituiiones  as  well  as  the 
iegata,)  confirmed  the  general  testamentary  power."  If  the  will 
was  of  goods  only,  the  legatee  was  called  hssres  testamentarius. 

Let  us,  then,  suppose  that  I  make  a  will,  by  which  I  declare  that 
my  estate,  real  and  personal,  shall  not  pass  to  my  kindred,  nor  es- 
cheat to  the  state,  but  that  it  shall  belong  to  him  who  sholl  first 
seize  upon  it,  after  my  death,  with  intention  to  appropriate  it  to  his 
own  use ;  or  in  other  words,  I  declare  that  the  laws  of  this  land, 
shall  not  apply  to  my  estate,  but  it  shall  be  governed,  after  my 
death,  by  the  law  of  nature.  Would  any  court  decide  in  this  case, 
that  my  will,  as  to  my  estate,  abrogated  the  laws. of  the  land,  and 
that  my  heirs  should  not  hold  ?  I  presume  not,  and  if  not,  why 
not?  Only,  because  Ihad  not,  by  my  will,  appointed  one  to  suc- 
ceed me  as  owner.  That  the  testamentary  power  was  hot  confer- 
red to  enable  me  to  defeat  the  laws  of  inheritance  and  of  escheats, 
which  assigned  to  my  property  an  owner,  but  on  condition  that  I 
would  myself  assign  an  owner  of  my  own  choice,  to  take  my 
estate. 

But  supposie  my  property  consists  of  things,  which,  according  to 
the  notions  of  some  nations,  would  not  become  common,  and 
liable  to  be  appropriated  as  property,  by  any  who  should  seize 
them,  upon  my  renouncing  my  dominicm,  but  which  things,  other 
states  or  nations  considered,  as  being  the  righ^ul  subjects  of  pro^ 
perty,  and  liable  to  seizure  as  such,  by  any  one  who  could  do  so, 
if  found  without  an  owner ;  and  that  I  direct,  by  my  will,  that 
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my  property  shall  not  pass  to  my  heirs,  nor  escheat,  but  shall  be 
taken  to  Africa.  That  it  shall  not  at  all  be  held  as  property,  by 
any  citizen  of  any  stale  or  nation,  whose  laws  forbid  tiieir  seizing, 
and  appropriating  it  as  such,  nor  should  it  be  held  as  property,  by 
any  one  whatever,  but  remain  exempt  from  the  dominion  of  man, 
until  seized  on  by  some  member,  of  some  community  who  hold, 
that  in  its  then  condition,  it  is  liable  to  seizure,  and  a]^ropriatio]i 
as  property,  ^md  that  upon  such  seizure  being  made,  the  property 
shall  vest  in  him  who  seizes  it  ?  Would  any  judge  in  Miasisaippi 
decide  that  the  laws  conferred  on  me  the  power  to  make  ibis  will, 
and  that  my  children  were  by  it,  disinherited  ?  Tet,  this  is  pre- 
cisely the  will  of  Capt  Ross. 

Certain  nations  have  abolished  and  condemn  the  slave  trade ;  it 
is  countenanced  and  considered  Intimate  traffic  by  others.  It  is 
now  carried  on  to  a  great  extent  on  the  coast  of  Africa.  Every 
negro,  having  no  owner,  they  regard  and  treat  as  public  property, 
and  liable  to  be  seized  upon  and  appropriated  as  private  property, 
by  him  who  can  first  effect  the  capture. 

If  the  will,  then,  of  Captain  Ross  is  carried  into  execution,  the 
effect  is,  that  as  to  all  who  hold  that  n^ftoes,  without  owners,  are 
liable  to  seizure  and  appropriation,  his  n^roes  shall  be  property 
in  a  state  of  nature;  but  to  those  who  hold  that  n^roes  in  the 
enjoyment  of  their  freedom,  cannot  be  reduced  to  slavery,  they 
shall  not  be  property  at  all. 

It  is  not  at  all  probable  that  the  event  here  alluded  to  will  actu- 
ally happen,  yet  it  illustrates  the  actual  nature  of  the  testamentary 
disposition  here  set  up,  and  may  not  be  wholly  useless  in  consider- 
ing the  question,  whether  the  legislature  of  Mississippi,  by  her 
general  law  of  wills,  conferred  the  power? 

It  has  been  shown,  that  according  to  the  reason  of  the  law,  the 
general  testamentary  capacity  which  it  conferred,  only  extended 
to  the  power  to  designate  the  person  who  should  succeed  to  the 
property  as  its  owner.  In  the  present  case  it  is  not  (if  the  will 
.  take  effect,)  to  "vest  in  such  person  as  the  last  proprietor  has  by 
will  appointed.''  He  has  not  by  will  declared  "who  alone  ^lall 
enter  on  his  vacant  possession."  Far  ftom  it  The  very  end  and 
aim  of  the  testator  was,  that  it  should  vest  in  no  one — ^that  no  one 
should  succeed  to  his  estate  or  property  in  the  slaves — ^that  they 
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should  no  longer  be  property.  Now,  is  it  not  plainly  a  perversion 
of  the  institution  of  la$t  wills. and  testaments,  the  being  only 
allowed  for  reasons  before  assigned,  that  the  owner  might  declare 
who  should  succeed  him,  if  we  give  to  the  law  of  wills  such  ap- 
plication  as  to  enable  him  to  say  no  man  shall  succeed  him. 

Suppose  I,  owing^  no  debts,  direct  my  executor  to  throw  my 
property  into  the  ocean.  Will  not  this  be  an  abuse,  and  not  a  le- 
gitimate use  of  the  testamentary  capacity  conisrred  on  me  by  the 
law  of  this  state,  the  law  only  contemplating  apower  to  dispose  of 
my  property,  to  ^ve  it  to  another?  Woold  this  court  say  it  con- 
ferred the  right  to  destroy  it,  or  to  subtract  that  much  from  the 
wealth  of  the  state?  I  had.  no  such  right  by  nature.  God  created 
property,  and  ccnferred  on  man  dominidn  over  it,  for  his  use,  not 
for  destruction.  By  his  law,  the  law  of  nature,  when  the  neces- 
sity and  ability  to  use  it  ceased  upon  death,  it  passed,  and  should 
pass,  to  those  who  survive.  The  laws  of  the  land,  in  conferring 
the  power  of  disposition  by  will,  did  not  intend  to  confer  the  pow- 
er of  destruction.  In  what  does  the  case  under  consideration  dif- 
fer from  the  case  last  supposed?  My  slaves  are  no  more  my 
^NTOiij^rty  than  is  my  money.  I  have  no  more  power  over  th^ 
when  living,  nor  by  will,  when  dead,  than  over  my  money. 

When  slaves  are  contemplated  as  j»:operty,  (and  in  no  other 
light  can  a  Mississippi  oourt  contemplate  them,),  the  manumission 
of  a  slave  is  as  distinctly  the  destruction  of  property,  as  is  the 
casting  of  money  into  the  ocean. 

If  the  general  testamentary  law,  in  its  true  spirit  and  proper 
judicial  construction,  does  not  confer  the  power  to  defeat  the  rights 
of  my  heirs,  by  causing  my  executors  to  flirow  my  prepay  into 
the  ocean,  how  does  it  confer  the  power  to  manumit  my  slaves? 

No  distinction  can  be  resorted  to  but  this:  It  may  be  said,  that 
to  cast  my  property  into  the  sea,  promotes  no  object  or  purpose  of 
benevolence  or  humanity;  but  to  manumit  my  slave,  is  to  do  a 
humane  and  benevolent  act.  This  distinction  will  appear  well 
enough,  and  consistent  with  the  principles  of  the  institution, 
whose  organ  he  is,  if  taken  by  an  t)fficer  of  a  northern  abolition 
society.  But  coming  from  a  Mississippi  court,  speaking  the  lan- 
guage of  those  laws,  whose  organ  he  is,  it  would  sound  very 
strangely.     Slavery  is  a  cherished  institution  of  Mississippi 
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Rounded  in  her  constitution  and  laws,  guarded,  protected  and  de- 
fended by  the  spirit  of  her  institutions,  approved  by  her  citizens, 
and  its  continuance  interwoven,  not  only  in  the  web  of  her  pros- 
perity,  but  almost  of  her  e]ristence,  her  interest,  her  feelings  her 
judgment,  and  her  conscience,  all  alike  conspire  to  sustain  it 

But  if  the  holding  my  slave  is  not  opposed  to  humanity  and 
benevolence,  my  manumitting  him  is  no  act  of  humanity  or  be- 
nevdence;  for  my  act  can  only  be  an  act  of  humanity,  if  by  it  he 
is  relieved  from  a  condition  to  which  humanity  stands  opposed. 
It  cannot  be  said  to  be  an  act  of  liberality  or  generosity  when  I 
manumit  by  will,  for  I  have  kept  him  as  long  as  I  could  enjoy 
him.  As  well  may  it  be  said,  that  my  cutting  my  throat  is  an  act 
of  libemlity  or  generosity  to  my  children,  to  whom  my  estate  by 
that  act  of  mine  descends. 

Can  a  court  of  Mississippi,  the  oracle  through  which  her  laws 
speak,  and  who  are  bound  to  utter  nothing  but  the  spirit  of  those 
laws,  declare  in  the  name  and  for  those  laws,  that  her  policy  is 
founded  in  inhumanity;  that  the  judgments  of  the  courts  ^all 
ikvor  emacipation,  because  humanity  and  benevolence  are  pro- 
moted by  putting  an  end  to  slavery?  To  take  this  distinctioD,  is 
to  strike  at  the  institution  itsel£ 

As  &r  as  the  interpretation  of  laws  is  to  be  influenced  by  the 
genius  and  spirit  of  the  government  whose  laws  they  are,  and  to 
strengthen,  suf^rt,  and  maintain  the  policy  of  the  state  which 
enacted  them,  (and  all  laws  should  be  interpreted  to  this  end,)  the 
laws  of  Mississippi  must  be  construed  in  favor  a[  slavery,  that 
being  the  policy  of  the  state;  and  the  notion  that  philanthropy 
Bnd  emancipation  are  at  all  kindred  ideas,  must  be  discarded. 

Having  shown,  in  the  preceding  remarks,  what  is  the  nature  or 
quality  of  the  dominion  over  property,  that  a  man  may  exercise 
by  will,  that  it  is  of  the  nature  or  quality  of  a  law  in  his  particu- 
lar case,  repealing  the  law  of  inheritance,  by  substituting  the  per- 
son or  persons  of  his  election  to  suceeed  to  his  property,  instead 
of  those  selected  by  the  legislature,  as  the  heirs  or  distributees; 
and  that  it  was  not  of  the  nature  or  quality  of  unlimited  legisla- 
tive power,  extending  to  the  re-enacting  of  the  law  of  nature,  and 
again  rendering  his  property  publici  juris^  nor  of  the  nature  and 
quality  of  the  power  of  destruction,  and  that  the  will  of  Ross  is 
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either  of  the  nature  and  quality  of  an  exercise  of  power,  to  render 
his  slaves  common  property,  to  be  seized  on  by  any  whose  laws 
do  not  forbid  the  slave  trade,  or  if  not  so,  of  the  nature  and  quali- 
ty of  the  power  of  destruction  of  property;  it  follows  irresistibly, 
that  the  statute  law,  conferring  this  right  to  exercise  dominion  by 
will,  does  not  embrace  the  present  case;  and  as  he  canhot  derive 
the  power  from  the  law  of  nature,  nor  from  the. common  law,  nor 
from  the  statute  law,  his  will  is  invalid  for  defect  of  testamentary 
ability  in  him,  there  being  no  law  from  which  the  power  can  be 
derived,  imless  from  one  of  these. 

Although  I  might  here  safely  conclude  the  present  controversy, 
as  it  seems  to  me,  past  experience  admonishes  me  not  to  repose  too 
confidently  on  a  single  argument  thought  to  be  conclusive,  I  will 
proceed  to.  notice  in  detail  the  arguments  of  my  adversaries,  and 
of  the  chancellor,  so  far  as  diey  have  not  been  heretofore  examined. 

It  has  already  been  made  manifest  that  the  dominion  over  prop- 
erty after  death,  by  will,  is  not  indulged  until  it  comes  in  colUsion 
with  great  principles  of  public  policy.  It  is  not  necessary  that  it 
comes  in  collision  with  them,  to  invalidate  a  will;  it  is  all-sufficient 
to  i»x>duce  this  effect,  that  it  does  not  pursue  and  carry  them  out. 
But  if  it  was  necessary  to  maintain,  that  the  will  in  this  case  did 
come  in  collision  with  great  principles  of  public  policy,  it  is  easy 
to  show  that  it  does  so. 

It  is  a  great  principle  of  public  policy,  of  every  state  and  nation^ 
to  preserve  and  increase  wealth.  With  this  principle  of  public 
policy  there  is  no  collision  produced,  when  I  say  by  my  will  who 
shall  enjoy  my  property,  when  I  die;  but  the  collision  is  direct 
when  I  provide  that  it  shall  not  be  enjoyed  at  all. 

Is  it  not  part  of  the  policy  of  Mississippi  that  her  forests  be  sub- 
dued, and  her  soil  rendered  fruitful  7  Is  not  slave  labor  necessary 
to  effect  this  object?  and  will  not  the  removal  of  slave  property  .to 
Liberia  come  in  collision  with  this  policy?  Is  it  not  part  of  the 
policy  of  Mississippi  to  support  ^the  institution  of  slavery?  And 
although  the  Colonization  Society  is  established  to  colcmize  on  the 
coasts  of  Africa  such  free  persons  of  color  as  may  voluntarily  go, 
<Mr  such  slaves  as  may  be  manumitted  by  their  owners,  with  a  view 
to  colonization,  do  not  the  members  of  tfiat  society  look  forward  to 
the  entire  overthrow  of  African  slavery,  as  an  ultimate  ccmse- 


674  SUPERIOR  COURT 

Boii  and  Rom  v.  JhuaeuietaLfUodmsM  r.  Yertner  ei  at 

quence  of  their  success,  though  not  as  an  object  or  design  of  their 
association?  Does  not  almost  eTer7  number  of  the  African  Re- 
pository furnish  ample  evidence  of  this  ?  And  can  any  doubt  bat 
such  is  its  tendency,  if  not  its  design  ?  ^ 

Is  it  not  necessary  to  maintain  the  institution  of  slavery,  and  to 
rescue  our  wives  and  children  from  the  hoirors  of  insunectioB  and 
servile  war,  that  we  hold  out  no  inducements  to  abolitionists  and 
emancipators  to  visit  our  state,  and  inculcate  and  dissenoinate  th^ 
principles?  And  can  we  more  effectually  invite  them  to  come 
amongst  us,  than  we  will  do  by  a  deteimination  that  if  they  suc- 
ceed in  making  such  impressions  on  the  minds  of  our  aged  and 
infirm  citizens,  or  others  in  the  prospect  of  death,  as  to  produce  a 
will  directing  their  slaves  to  be  carried  to  Ohio,  Indiana,  or  any 
odier  none-slaveholding  state  or  country,  they  can  thereby  eflbd 
their  emancipation  ? 

Is  it  not  part  of  the  policy  of  Mississippi  to  protect  her  citiaens 
against  fimaticism  in  religion,  and  a  morbid  sensibility  on  the  sub- 
ject of  slaveholding?  And  does  it  not  war  with  this  end  to  pro- 
claim to  the  world,  come  here,  all  ye  who  seek  the  destruction  of 
slavery,  address  yourselves  to,  and  endeavor  to  distuib  the  con- 
sciences of  our  women,  our  old  men,  and  otheis,  whose  sickly  sen- 
sibilities are  easily  operated  on.  Impress  upon  them  in  the  doeet, 
and  by  the  fireside,  your  fidse  and  unfounded  tenets,  of  the  sinful- 
ness of  slavery,  and  the  peril  in  which  their  souls  43tand  if  they  do 
not  disinherit  ihm  ofbpring  by  emancipating  their  slaves !  De- 
clare to  them  that  it  is  not  our  policy  to  continue  slavery  in  Mi»> 
sissippi;  that  the  evil  we  dread  is  the  increase  of  free  negroes,  and 
that  there  is  no  obstacle  in  their  way  but  may  be  readily  renx>ved 
by  means  of  a  provision,  that  the  slaves  be  removed  from  the  state; 
and  you  have  virtually  made  that  proclamation,  and  thrown  open 
thei  doors  to  the  abolitionists,  and  invited  them  to  walk  in,  and  levd 
in  the  destruction  of  the  slvire  property  of  the  state. 

Does  not  all  history,  does  not  the  legislation  of  ail  nations, 
admonish  us  of  the  safeguards  necessary  to  be  thrown  by  law 
around  property  to  protect  it,  when  in  possession  of  the  infirm, 
the  diseased,  and  the  dying,  against  the  varied  assaults  of  those 
who  lie  in  wait  for  the  weak,  and  prowl  around  die  bed  of  the 
expiring? 
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^^  If  to  settle  a  principle  fraught  with  all  these  evils  does  not  come 

^^i  in  conflict  with  great  principles  of  public  policy,  it  is  difficult  to 

perceive  what  would  produce  the  collision. 
k  The  next  position  of  the  adverse  counsel  is,  ^'  that  it  may  be 

in  safely  laid  down  as  an  incontrovertible  proposition,  that  a  peraon 

bk  may,  unless  prohibited  by  law,  direct  in  his  will  any  disposition 

n  of  his  property,  after  his  dtoth,  which  he  could  have  legally  made 

ih  during  his  lifetime," 

ji:  The  converse  of  this  proposition  I  have  already  contended  foir, 

or  and  have  argued  that  a  man  can  make  no  disposition  of  property 

jj(  by  will,  unless  such  disposition  is  authorized  by  law;  that  he  who 

02  exercises  this  power  must  do  so  in  virtue  of  law  conferring  it,  and 

^  not  because  the^  is  no  law  prohibiting  it;  and  I  have  also  shown 

that  to  dispose  of  property  is  to  transfer  dominion  to  another. 
.^ '  The  argument  then  proceeds  thus:  '' It  cannot  for  a  moment  be 

contended,  that  without  an  express  law  prohibiting  it,  and  such  a 
law  would  be  unconstitutional,  any  person  would  not  have  the 
right  to  carry  or  send  any  portion  of  his  personal  property  out  of 
the  state  of  Mississippi,  to  Africa  or  elsewhere,  provided  the  rights 
of  third  persons  were  not  infringed  thereby." 

Connecting  this  with  the  preceding  proposition,  the  conclusion 
,  intended  to  follow,  is,  that  the  slaves  may  be  sent  to  Liberia,  by 
will. 

The  argument  of  the  chancellor  proceeds  upon  the  same 
ground.  I  will,  in  a  few  words,  refute  it  Passing  by  the  ques- 
tion of  constitutioncdity,  I  admit  the  latter  proposition,  and  will 
show  that  the  same  reason,  precisely,  which  proves  that  I  may 
carry  my  property  to  Africa  whilst  living,  also  proves  that  I  can- 
not do  so  by  will,  when  dead. 

The  reason  why  I  may  lawfiilly  thus  carry  my  property  is 
plainly  this:  By  the  law  of  nature,  I  have  a  right  to  enjoy  my 
acquisitions  so  long  as  I  live.  That  law  knows  not  states  or  na- 
tions; it  existed  before  they  were,  and  only  relates  to  and  contem- 
plates man  as  a  citizen  of  the  world,  having  the  power  and  right 
of  locomotion.  In  virtue  of  this  law,  then,  I  have  the  right  to 
carry  my  property  where  I  please,  because  the  municipal  law  is, 
on  this  subject,  silent. 
By  the  law  of  nature,  my  dominion  over  my  property  ended 
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upon  my  death.    By  that  law  I  could  not,  by  will,  send  my  pro- 
perty to  Africa,  nor  can  I  now  do  so  for  the  same  reason;  that  is, 
'  because  the  municipal  law  of  the  land  is,  on  this  subject,  silent 

We,  then,  clearly  perceive  that  the  reason  of  the  diversity  is, 
that  the  law  of  nature  conferring  the  one  right  and  not  the  other, 
and  the  municipal  law  being  silent  on  both,  I  have,  by  law,  a  right 
to  do  it  in  the  one  case  and  not  in  the  other,  because  there  is  a  la\iir 
conferring  that  right  in  the  one  case,  and  no  law  conferring  it  in 
the  other.  . 

If  the  chancellor  is  right  in  his  position,  that  an  express  law 
prohibiting  the  living  man  from  carrying  his  property  to  Africa 
would  be  unconstitutional;  and  if  he  is  also  right  in  his  position, 
that  there  is  such  a  right  also  vested  in  him  to  do  iso  by  will,  and 
that  these  rights  have  the  same  foundation,  it  seems  to  result,  of 
course,  that  a  law^'  expressly  enacted,  forbidding  the  exercise  of 
such  power  by  will,  would  also  be  unconstitutional.  Yet,  a  little 
further  on,  he  informs  us  that  this  right  is  subject,  of  course,  to  be 
limited  and  controlled  by  the  mimicipal  regulations  and  policy  di 
the  country;  and,  what  is  more  remarkable,  that  it  is  so  subject 
like  all  other  rights.  There  must  be  a  flaw  here  somewhere^  and 
it  seems  to  me  Uiat  the  whole  argument  is  unsound  in  all  its  pre- 
mises, and,  conceding  the  premises,  false  in  its  conclusion. 

The  argument  contains  a  proviso  as  to  the  right  of  the  living 
to  carry  his  property  to  Africa.  He  may  do  so,  "provided  the 
rights  of  third  persons  are  not  infringed  thereby .'^  This  proviso 
includes,  of  course,  the  concession  that  he  has  no  right  to  carry 
lus  property  if  the  rights  of  third  persons  are  infringed  thereby. 
The  concession  alone,  if  correctly  made,  determines  this  cause 
against  the  appellees. 

The  appellants,  as  has  been  before  shown,  in  the  outset  of  this 
argument,  had,  even  in  the  life  of  the  testator,  as  his  descendants, 
brought  into  being  by  his  act,  a  right  to  inherit  his  estate,  which 
"seems  to  have  had  its  foundation  higher  than  any  positive  insti- 
tutions;" a  right  which  he  could  not  have  deprived  them  of,  ac- 
cording to  Rutherforth,  without  a  failure  to  perform  a  duty  so 
highly  incumbent  on  him,  that,  had  he  given  his  estate  to  others^ 
the  civil  laws  of  the  state  would  do  well  to  step  in  and  set  his 
will  aside. 
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He  died  without  giving  his  estate  to  any  oae,  only  directing  his 
executors  to  send  his  slaves  to  Liberia,  and  to  sell  the  residuum  of 
his  estate  for  the  benefit  of  his  slaves.  He  has  neither  devised  the 
l€^  estate  nor  vested  the  present  beneficial  interest  in  any  one 
recognized  by  the  laws  of  Mississippi  as  capable  of  taking.  On 
his  death,  the  legal  estate  in  his  lands,  and  it  is  conceived  in  his 
slaves  also,  passed  to  his  heirs  at  law,  the  complainants.  If  the 
legal  estate  in  the  slaves  vested  in  the  executors,  it  is  but  as  trus- 
tees, and  the  law  makes  them  trustees  f9r  the  heirs;  for  slaves,  as 
such,  cannot  be  cestui  que  trust  If  they  remain  in  Mississippi 
they  remain  slaves,  and  the  slaves  of  my  clients. 

The  very  object  of  our  filing  the  bill  was  to  prevent  that  remo^ 
val  which  would  "infringe"  bur  right.  Somebody  must  have  the 
right  now.  The  executors  have  it  not;  the  w^l  does  not  even 
profess  to  give  it  them.  The  colonization  society  has  not;  they 
are  only  to  superintend  the  removal,  &fi.  if  it  take  place.  The 
slaves  have  it  not;  they  cannot  take  or  hold  or  acquire  rights  to 
property  whilst  slaves.  The  right  is,  then,  in  the  appellants, 
under  the  statute  law  of  this  state,  and  will  in  them  continue, 
unless  this,  their  now  vested  right,  is  infiringed  by  the  act  of  the 
executors. 

The  next  position  in  the  argument  is,  that  'Hhe  right  of  the 
master  to  manumit  his  slaves  is  a  natural  attribute  of  the  condi* 
tion  of  slavery." 

Whatever  others  may  be  enabled  to  do,  I  fineely  admit  lliat  my 
mind  has  not  sufficient  compass  to  grasp  the  idea  of  a  natural 
attribute  of  an  artificial  relation,  without  aids  that,  as  yet,  I  have 
not  received.  Conceding  it,  therefore,  to  be  true — for  I  cannot 
controvert  what  I  do  not  understand — ^I  can  readily  perceive  that 
the  right  of  a  master,  while  living,  to  manumit  his  slave,  (and 
when  dead  he  is  not  master,)  is  a  very  diflSnrent  thing  firom  the 
right  of  the  master,  when  living,  to  make  a  will  which  shall  have 
the  effect  of  producing  manumission  after  his  death.  Whether  he 
has  this  right,  is  the  question  in  debate,  and  that  question  has 
already  been  discussed. 

The  next  step  in  the  argument  is,  that  ^this  right  of  manumis- 
sion, when  unrestrained  by  positive  municipal  r^fUlations,  has 
Vol.  1—67 
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ever  been  held,  in  all  countries  where  slavery  has  obtained,  as  one 
of  the  most  valuable  and  important  powers  of  ihe  master.^' 

If  this  right,  supposed  in  the  argfument  to  be  a  natural  attribute 
of  the  relation,  hias  ever  been  esteemed  as  one  of  the  most  valua- 
ble and  important  powers  of  the  master,  it  is  somewhat  surprising 
that  it  should  be  restrained  by  municipal  reflations;  and  in  what 
does  the  value  and  importance  of  this  right,  as  it  relates  to  the 
master,  consist?  I  do  not  think  my  right,  if  I  have  it,  to  bum  my 
house  or  throw  away  my  com,  a  right  of  any  value  or  importance. 
The  right  and  power  to  retain  my  property,  whether  it  consists  in 
houses  or  slaves,  I  appreciate  as  valuable  and  important,  but  I  do 
not  prize  the  other  as  of  any  value  whatever. 

In  what  page  of  history  do  we  read  of  the  value  and  import- 
ance of  this  right  to  manumit  slaves?  We  have  a  right  to  ask  for 
the  evidence. 

In  England  the  villeins  were  manumitted  on  very  different 
grounds;  to  break  down  the  power  of  the  barons,  and  build  up 
the  throne.  In  Jlome  and  in  Greece  it  was  principally  to  supply 
soldiers  for  the  benefit  of  the  government  But  if  in  every  other 
country  it  has  been  so  considered,  it  weighs  nothing  in  Missis- 
sippi, unless  her  laws  so  consider  it,  for  we  are  before  a  Missis- 
sippi court,  claiming  under  Mississippi  law,  and  founding  our  right 
in  the  considerations  of  no  other  state  or  nation. 

Besides,  this  is  not  a  case  of  a  master  manumitting  his  slaves 
by  sending  them  to  Liberia;  but  the  case  of  a  master  who  retained 
his  slaves,  as  such,  until  the  moment  of  his  death,  but  who 
attempts  to  prevent  their  becoming  the  slaves  of  his  heirs. 

It  is  next  asserted  that  '4n  all  the  states  of  this  Union,  where 
this  institution  has  prevailed,  the  master  has  ever  been  allowed,  in 
the  absence  of  statutory  limitations,  to  mAnumit  at  pleasure  by 
will,  deed  or  otherwise."  No  evidence  is  given  or  referred  to,  in 
support  of  this  position,  and  it  is  believed  not  to  be  accumte.  On 
the  contrary,  it  is  believed  that  in  no  state  in  this  Union  has  it  so 
been  regarded,  unless  in  those  in  a  state  of  transition  from  slave 
holding  to  non-slave  holding  states;  and  that  in  every  state  whose 
policy  is  that  of  Mississippi,  the  question  has  been,  is  there  a  law 
giving  power  to  manumit?  and  not,  is  there  a  law  den3ring  it? 

The  constitution  of  Alabama  provides^  'that  the  legislature 
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'  shall  have  power  to  pass  laws  to  emancipate  them,  (slaves,)  saving 

the  rights  of  creditors,  and  preventing  them  from  becoming  a  piib- 
'  lie  charge."    Aikin's  Dig.  title  Con.  p.  44. 

^  The  legislature  has  never  acted  on  this  subject,  and  there  is  no 

I  law  limiting  or  forbidding  the  exercise  of  this  power  by  the  mas- 

I  ter.    I  have  searched  and  inquired  in  vain  for  any  evidence  or 

i  information  that  the  practice  is,  or  the  right  is,  considered  as  ex- 

i  isting  in  that  state,  to  emancipate  either  by  will  or  by  deed.    But 

I  the  practice  and  the  only  practice  is,  to  apply  to  the  legislature  in 

I  each  particular  case,  for  an  act  authorizing  the  master  to  emanci- 

pate. That  such  enabling  acts  have  generally,  if  not  universally 
been  rejected,  and,  notwithstanding  the  anxiety  of  many  masters 
to  effect  their  object,  neither  wills  or  deeds  of  manumission  have 
been  recognized  as  legitimate  or  effectual. 

This  statement  must  be  understood  as  only  made  from  infor- 
mation derived  from  lawyers  formerly  of  that  state;  of  it  I  have 
no  personal  knowledge,  and  have  seen  nothing  published  relating 
to  the  subject.  If,  however,  it  should  be  deemed  of  any  impor^ 
tance,  satis&ctory  information  may  be  obtained. 

In  Kentucky  there  is  no  law  abridging  the  right  of  the  master 
to  manumit.    On  the  contrary,  the  first  provision  was  thus : 

'It  shall  be  lawful  for  any  person,  by  his  or  her  last  will  and 
testament,  or  by  any  other  instrument  of  writing,  under  her  or 
his  hand  and  seal,  attested  and  approved  in  the  county  court,  by 
two  witnesses,  or  acknowledged  by  the  party  in  the  court,  (of  tl^ 
county,)  where  he  or  she  resides,  to  emancipate  or  set  free  his  or 
her  slave  or  slaves,  who  shall  thereupon  be  entirely  and  fully 
discharged  from  the  performance  of  any  contract  entered  into  du- 
ring his  servitude,  and  enjoy  his  full  freedom  as  if  they  had  been 
bom  free.''    2d  Dig.  by  Littell  &  Swigert,  1156. 

All  subsequent  legislation  has  been  in  extension  of  this  power. 
Before  the  passage  of  this  statute,  the  power  to  make  wills  and 
deeds  was  as  fully  enjoyed  in  Kentucky  as  in  Mississippi  it  now 
exists.  The  statutes  of  the  two  states  are  literally  transcribed 
from  the  same  statute,  that  of  Virginia,  which  Virginia  law  was, 
by  adoption,  the  law  of  Kentucky,  even  beiore  she  specially 
adopted  it,  she  having  been  a  part  of  the  state  of  Virginia,  and 
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having  adopted  her  statute  law,  and  the  common  law,  together 
with  the  English  statutes,  to  the  4th  of  Jac.  1. 

Yet,  in  the  absence  of  all  law  prohibiting  manumission,  the  ex- 
press provision  before  copied  was  deemted  necessary  to  confer  the 
ability  to  manumit  by  will,  even  where  the  testamentary  power 
existed  in  its  greatest  amplitude.  In  that  state,  the  question  has 
always  been,  has  the  act  done  by  the  owner  conformed  to  the  fore- 
going,, or  any  subsequent  enabling  statute?  And  not,  is  it  an  act 
within  the  pi;ohibition  of  a  disabling  statute?  Such  was  the  caae 
in  Donalson  v.  Jude,  2  Bibb,  67.  Beall  v.  Joseph,  Hardin,  52,  in 
which  case  the  court  expressly  say,  '^the  right  to  freedom  can  only 
be  obtained  by  deed  in  writing,  or  last  will«nd  testament  of  tl^ 
owner,  duly  authenticated  and  recorded."  See  also  Clark  v.  Bait- 
lett,  4  Bibb,  201 ;  and  Talbott  v.  David,  2  Marshall,  603.  A 
stronger  case  cannot  be  conceived  of  than  this  last  Thoe  ■  the 
act  was  done  in  open  court,  expressed  on  the  record.  It  was  in 
that  court  which,  by  the  statute  before  referred  to,  had  jurisdictbn 
to  receive  the  proof  or  acknowledgment  Yet  it  was  not  even 
insisted  by  the  very  learned  counsel  who  argued  that  case,  thai 
this  act  of  record  was  a  valid  manumission,  but  only  that  it  was 
evidence  of  the  execution  of  a  deed  pursuant  to  the  statnle^  and 
the  court  decided  that  it  was  not  even  evidence  of  a  deed,  mudi 
less  a  valid  emancipation. 

I  will  not  idly  waste  my  own  time  or  the  more  valuable  time 
of  the  court,  by  referring  to  the  numerous  cases,  all  showing  that 
the  burthen  has  rested  on  those  who  assert  die  validity  of  the  in- 
strument of  showing  law  which  gave  it  validity,  and  not  on  die 
adversary,  to  prove  the  reverse.  This  is  but  the  universal  rule  of 
jurisprudence,  not  merely  the  general  role. 

Having  met  and  attempted  to  refute  my  adversaries,  so  far  as 
they  rest  the  case  upon  their  own  reasbning,  I  will  now  proceed 
to  inquire  how  far  they  derive  strength  flrom  the  views  of  the 
chancellor.    He  says: 

^It  was  assumed  as  a  general  principle,  that  the  right  to  dispose 
of  property  by  will  is  more  restricted  and  limited  than  the  right 
whilst  living.  I  cannot  assent  to  this  position  thus  broadly  laid 
down:  it  is  true  that  the  right  to  dispose  of  property  by  will  is  a 
civil  right,  or  in  other  words,  a  right  derived  from  the  law,  bat 
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the  source  of  its  derivation  does  not  imply  that  it  is  less  compre^ 
hensive  than  the  living  right  A  will  is  defined  to  be  the  dispo- 
sition which  one  desires  may  be  made  of  his  possessions  or  prop- 
erty after  his  death.  Justice  Blackstone,  second  volume  of  his 
Commentaries,  page  11,  says,  ^^the  power  given  to  a  dying  person 
of  continuing  his  property  by  disposing  of  his  possessions  by  will, 
is  a  kind  of  secondary  law  of  nature."  '  Th^  word  property  is  here 
evidently  used  as  synonymous  with  the  word  dominion,  a  power 
as  contradistinguished  from  the  possession  or  the  thing  itself.  I 
think  it  will  sufficiently  appear  from  this  reference  that,  as  a  gen- 
eral rule,  the  right  to  dispose  of  property  by  will,  is  as  broad  and 
comprehensive  as  the  right  of  disposition  while  living.  The 
distinction  attempted  to  be  taken  between  the  two  modes  of  doing 
the  same  thing,  so  far  as  the  policy  of  this  state  is  concerned,  is 
not  very  readily  perceived.  I  conclude,  then,  that  whatever 
would  be  a  I^;al  disposition  of  a  person's  property  while  living^ 
would  be  equally  lawful  when  disposed  of  by  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, unless  there  is  something  in  this  latter  mode  of  conveyance 
which  ex  vi  termini  npt  only  restricts  the  party's  rights,  but 
necessarily  implies  illegality,  or  unless  there  is  an  arbitrary  and 
inflexible  rule  of  municipal  law  by  which  the  distinction  is  taken 
and  sustained." 

This  embraces  the  whole  of  the  chancellor's  reasoning  upon 
that  branch  of  the  subject  which  I  have  been  endeavoring  to  dis- 
cuss, and  to  every  idea  which  can  be  extracted  ftom  it,  I  most  re- 
spectfully object,  as  unfounded. 

It  was  not  assumed  as  a  general  principle,  that  the  right  to  dis- 
pose of  property  by  will,  is  more  restricted  and  limited  than  the 
right  whilst  living.  It  was  assumed  that  all  power  was  either 
conferred  by  the  law  of  nature,  or  conferred  by  the  laws  of  the 
Irad.  It  was  then  argued  that  the  law  of  nature  did  not  confer 
the  power  to  exercise  dominion  over  property  longer  than  the  pos- 
sessor lived,  and  authorities  were  .adduced  to  sustain  even  this  evi- 
dent truth.  It  was  then  assumed  that  the  laws  of  this  land  con- 
sisted of  common  law,  and  of  written  law  only,  and  argued  that 
as  the  Colonization  Society  claimed  under  an  act  not  authorized 
by  the  law  of  nature,  they  could  not  succeed,  unless  the  coinmon 
law  or  the  statute  law  conferred  the  power  on  the  testator,  to  do 
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the  act  under  which  they  claim.  That  it  lay  on  them  to  prove 
that  by  common,  or  by  statute  law,  the  power  was  coa&sned,  and 
not  on  us  to  show  that  the  power  was  denied,  or  taken  away. 
That  they  niu3t  show  that  it  at  some*  time  existed,  before  they 
could  call  on  UB  to  show,  that  a  law  had  been  enacted  depriving 
testators  of  such  power. 

The  counsel  who  argued  the  case,  feel  it  doe  to  themselves  to 
say  that  they  never  contended,  or  supposed,  that  the  source  of  the 
derivation  of  the  power  to  make  a  will  did  '^.imply  that  it  waa  leas 
comprehensive  than  the  living  right  ^  of  disposition..  Humble  as 
diey  admit  their  logical  ability  to  be,  they  readily  perceive,  that 
such  an  implication  would  by  no  means  arise  from  the  &ct,  that, 
t)ie  ability  to  make  a  testamentary  disposition  was  conferred  by 
human  laws.  But  they  did  insist  (and  iutended  to  contend  for 
nothing  further,  as  the  result  of  its  being  a  conventional  right,) 
that  it  devolved  on  the  defendants  to  {ffove  the  right  to  have  exist- 
ed, or  to  hare  been  conferred,  and  not  on  us  to  proye  that  municir 
pal  law  had  denied  it. 

The  counsel  respectfully  contend,  that  Justice  Blackstone,  second 
volume  of  his  Commentaries,  page  11,  does  not  say  " — the  power 
given  to  a  dying  person  of  continuing  his  property  by  disposing 
of  his  possessions  by  will,  is  a  kind  of  secondary  law  of  nature,'* 
nor  does  he  say  so  any  where  else,  and  even  if  he  did,  it  is  con- 
ceived very  few  would  on  reflection  and  an  understanding  of  the 
snlrject,  concur  with  him.  The  passage  supposed  to  be  alluded  to 
by  the  chancellor,  runs  thus :  "  All  property  must  therefore  cease 
upon  death,  considering  men  as  absolute  individuals,  and  uncon- 
nected with  civil  society ;  for  then  by  the  principles  before  estab- 
lidied,  the  next  inunediate  occupant  would  acquire  a  right  in  aU 
that  the  deceased  possessed.  But  as  under  civilised  govennnents, 
which  are  calculated  for  the  peace  of  mankind,  audi  a  constitution 
would  be  productive  of  endless  disturbance,  the  universal  law  d 
ahnost  every  nation  (which  is  a  kind  of  secondary  law  of  nature) 
lias  either  given  the  dying  person  a  power  of  continuing  his  pro- 
perty, by  disposing  of  his  possessions  by  will ;  or  in  case  he  n^ 
lects  to  dispose  of  it,  or  is  not  permitted  to  make  any  dispositicn 
at  all,  the  municipal  law  of  the  country  then  steps  in  and  declares 
who  shall  be  the  successor,  representative  or  heir  of  the  deceased, 
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that  is,  who  alone  shall  have  a  right  to  enter  upon  this  vacant  pos- 
I  session,  in  ord^  to  avoid  that  confusion  which  its  becoming  again 

I  common  would  occasion.'^    Does  this  convey  the  iilea  that  <'  the 

!  power  given  to  a  dying  person  of  continuing  his  property  by  dispos- 

I  ing  of  his  possessions,  by  will,  isakittd  of  secondary  law  of  natur^'' 

We  can  extract  firom  it  no  such  meaning. 
I  This  is  conceived  to  be  the  sense  of  the  passage :  The  laws  ci 

nature  embrace  all  nations ;  almost  every  nation  has  by  laws  of 
I  inheritance,  escheats  and  wills,  provided  a  successor  for  the  pro- 

I  pc^  of  deceased  persons^  and  by  reason  of  the  almost  universalis 

ty  of  such  provisicMi  of  a  successor,  it  may  be  said  to  be  a  kind  of 
seccmdary  law  of  nature  that  property  shall  not  again  become 
common.  That  he  did  not  intend  to  say,  "  the  power  given  to  a 
dying  person  of  continuing  his  property  by  disposing  of  his  pos* 
sessions  by  will,  is  a  kind  of  secondary  law  of  nature,"  is  evident; 
the  word  ^<  which''  cannot  refer  to  testaments  or  testamentary  ca« 
pacity,  for  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  has  been  yet  alluded  to, 
,  but  it  evidently  refeis  to  the  immediately  preceding  words,  to  wit: 

^  the  universal  law  of  almost  every  nation,"  which  universal  law 
of  almost  every  nation  has  provided  a  successor  by  either  giving 
the  right  to  make  a  will,  "or  by  inheritance,  in  case  no  will  is 
made,  or  (he  possessor  is  not  permitted  by  law  to  make  any  dis- 
position at  all."  In  the  next  paragraph,  he  says :  "  The  right  of 
inheritance  or  descent  to  the  children  and  relations  of  the  deceased^ 
seems  to  have  been  allowed  much  earlier  than  the  right  of  devis- 
ing by  testament ;"  and  again  a  little  further  on,  in  page  12,  "wh^i 
it  (property)  became  inheritable,  the  inheritance  was  long  indefeasi- 
ble,  and  the  children  or  heirs  at  law,  were  incapable  of  exclusion 
by  law,"  and  again  <^  with  us  in  England  till  modem  times,  a  man 
could  only  dispose  of  one-third  of  his  moveables  from  his  wife 
and  children."  How  then  could  it  be  likened  to  the  laws  of  na- 
ture? The  &ct  is,  that  this  phrase  of  Blackstone,  "a  kind  of 
secondary  law  of  nature,"  is  one  of  the  few  expressions  to  be 
found  in  that  very  accurate  and  learned  author  which  conveys  no 
idea  to  the  mind.  I  defy  any  man  to  fix  a  definite  and  distinct 
idea  to,  and  give  a  definition  of, ."  a  kind  of  secondary  law  of  na- 
ture." We  can  see  what  the  author  meant,  by  resorting  to  the 
{sreceding  words,  but  otherwise  the  words  are  mere  empty  sound. 


684  SUPERIOR  COURT 

BosB  and  Rom  V.  Dnnetii  «^  oA  and  iAiiie  «.  y  otncr  e^  aL 


Blackstone  himself  considered  it  of  no  import,  and  therefore  throws 
the  words,  <^  which  is  a  kind  of  secondary  law  of  nature,"  into 
parenthesis,  as  not  affecting  the  sense  of,  or  important  to,  the  pam- 
graph,  and  yet  the  chancellor  lays  hold  of  this  loose  par^thesis, 
thrown  into  a  sentence  rather  by  way  of  flourish  than>  to  illustrate 
the  subject,  and  which  evideiitly  has  no  reference  to  the  positions 
which  Blackstone  was  maintaining,  and  makes  that  loose  ezpies- 
sion  the  turning  point  <^  his  opinion. 

The  chancellor  continues,  ^'The  yrord  property  is  here  evident- 
ly used  as  synonymous  with  the  word  dominion  or  power,  as  con* 
tradistinguished  from  the  pos3ession  of  the  thing  itself."  Let  us, 
then,  substitute  the  synonym  for  the  word  property,  and  see  how 
the  chant^Uor's  reading  of  Blackstone  will  stand.  It  will  be,  "the 
power  given  to  a  dying  person  of  continuing  his  dcxninioii  <» 
power  J  by  disposing  of  his  possessions  by  will,  is  a  kind  of  seooo- 
dary  law  of  nature."  This  is  a  new  idea — ^Ihat  I  continue  my 
dominion  or  power  by  disposing  of  my  possession.  Yet  sodi 
seems  to  be  the  doctrine.  In  old  times  we  thought  that  by  dispo- 
sing of  our  possessions  we  lost  dominion  or  power  over  them.  To 
say  I  continue  my  dominion  longer  than  I  continue,  is  paradox* 
ical.  It  may,  by  a  figure  of  speech,  be  so  asserted,  urtien  we  wish 
to  convey  the  idea  that  t  may  exercise  a  power  ov^  property 
whilst  living,  which  will  affect  that  property,  or  the  tenure  by 
which  it  is  held,  when  I  am  dead;  as,  that  I  may,  by  will,  found 
a  school  upon  my  property,  and  give  laws  to  the  charity.  But,  to 
make  it  answer  Uie  chancellor^  pfurpose,  we  must  take  it  literally, 
that  a  man,  by  making  a  will,  continues  his  power  of  disposition; 
continues  his  dominion  or  power  of  emancipation  by  carrying  the 
slaves  to  Liberia.  For  they  are  now  slaves.  They  cannot  be 
slaves  without  owners.  If  the  ownership  or  dominion  is  not  in 
the  deceased  captain  Ross,  the  testator,  but  by  his  death  passed 
fix)m  him,  it  passed  to  some  one,  either  by  force  of  his  will  or  by 
operation  of  law.  He  did  not  pass  it  by  his  will;  it  must,  thoa, 
have  passed  by  law,  if  it  does  not  remain  with  him  after  his  death. 
If  it  passed  by  law,  it  passed  to  the  complainants,  his  next  of  kin, 
and  if  in  them,  the  executors  and  trustees  cannot,  as  representa- 
tives of  the  dead,  defeat  the  right  of  the  living.  Therefor^  to 
sustain  the  chancellor's  view,  we  must  take  it  literally,  that  by 
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'  making  a  wiU,  a  man  may  continue  his  dominion,  power,  owner- 

ship, or  beneficial  title. 
'  The  truth  of  the  matter,  however,  is,  that  Blac]cstone  never  in- 

tended  to  communicate  any  other  idea,  by  the  expression  referred 
^  to  by  the  chancellor,  than  this,  that,  by  making  a  will,  a  man 

^  might  so  dispose  of  his  property  as  to  prevent  its  becoming  again 

^  liable  to  be  seized  upon  and  vesting  in  die  next  occupant,  that  he 

might  select  and  appoint  his  own  successor.    The  whole  tenor  of 
the  chapter  proves  this  beyond  a  doubt 

The  chancellor  continues,  ^  think  it  will  sufficiently  appear 
from  this  reference,  that,  as  a  general  rule,  the  right  to  dispose  oC 
property  by  will  is  as  broad  and  ccmiprehensive  as  the  right  of  dis- 
position when  Uving."  ^ 

With  all  due  deference,  it  Is  conceived  that,  ace(»din^  to  his 
own  versi(m  of  Blackstone^  it  does  not  appear  at  all  that  the  r^ht 
is  less  extensive,  as  extensive,  or  more  extensive;  it  only  appean 
that  a  right  of  disposition  exists,  but  how  broad  or  how  narrow, 
how  restricted  or  how  extensive,  are  subjects  untouched.  But 
when  we  look  to  Blackstone  himsdf,  we  find  that  the  passage  has 
no  particular  reference  to  the  laws  of  any  nation  or  kingdom;  but 
to  what  he,  in  general  observations,  predicates  of  "the  unhrersd 
law  of  almost  every  nation,^  and  the  law  of  England  is  not  spoken 
of  by  him  until  several  paragra^^  have  followed  that  refeired  to 
by  the  chancellor. 

The  subject  discussed  by  Blackstone  only  called  his  mind  to 
point  to  the  various  means  adopted  by  civil  society  to  prevent  pro- 
perty's again  becoming  common;  he  does  nothing  more  than  to 
enumerate  th^n,  and  assign  the  reasons  that  gave  rise  to  them, 
and  when,  at  page  13,  he  speajos  more  particularly  of  the  laws  of 
England,  his  expression  is,  "The  positive  law  of  society,  which  is 
with  us  the  municipal  law  of  England,  directs  it  to  vest  in  such 
person  as  the  last  proprietor  shall,  by  will,  attended  with  obtain 
requisites,  appoint;  and,  in  defect  of  such  appointment,  to  go  to 
some  particular  person,  who,  from  the  result  of  certain  local  con- 
stitutions, appears  to  be  the  heir  at  law." 

From  this  and  other  passages,  it  has  already  been  shown  that 
the  power  to  make  a  will  is  only  die  power  to  appoint  a  successc»r, 
and  it  is  only  again  introduced  to  show  the  erroneous  construction 
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of  the  chancellor,  when  he  attempts  to  deduce  this  power,  in  la 
broad  sense  of  it,  torn  the  passage  referred  to  by  him. 

*'The  distinction  attempted  to  be  taken,"  says  the  chancdk 
*%etween  the  two  modes  of  doing  the  same  thing,  so  far  as  ik 
policy  of  the  statute  is  concerned,  is  not  very  readily  perceivei* 
No  such  distinction  was  attempted  to  be  taken,  as  a  distinctia 
between  the  two  modes  of  doing  the  same  thing.  The  distinctia 
was  a  distinction  between  the  power  or  ability  to  do  the  thing  hj 
one  mode,  and  the  power  or  ability  to  do  it  by  the  other,  and  tiiii 
distinction  it  is  hoped  this  honorable  eourt  will  yery  readily  per- 
oeive.  And  that  there  is  a  distinction  between  what  I  may  do 
whilst  living,  and  what  I  may  do  by  will,  and  also  that  the  power 
of  dispofttion  by  testament  is  not  conmiensurate  with  the  pove 
of  living  persons  to  contract,  act  and  dispose  of  property,  is  not 
only  manifest  from  the  general  reason  and  policy  of  the  law,  mk' 
pendentofany  recognition  of  such  distinction  by  jurists,  but  the 
learned  of  all  conununities  have  recognized  it  Maintaining  this 
distinction,  the  learned  and  talented  lyAguesseau,  speaking  of  the 
difference  between  contracts  and  testaments,  proceeds  as  follows 
^But  so  far  is  it  from  being  novel  or  unjust,  that  we  think  it  may 
be  said  to  be  as  ancient  as  the  system  of  jurisprudence  itsdi)  and 
that  widiout  it,  it  would  be  impossiUe  to  sustain  several  of  the 
most  inviolable  laws.  We  shall  not  attempt  at  present  to  prove 
it  by  a  long  enumeration  of  all  the  cases  in  which  it  is  cleeiij 
established;  we  shall  only  mention  two,  which  are  known  to 
every  body,  and  demonstrate  in  an  invinciUe  manner. 

No  body  is  ignorant  that  even  pupils,  before  the  age  of  fourteen, 
may  make  a  valid  contract,  provided  it  is  with  the  assent  of  tbdi 
tutor.  We  do  not  say,  that  the  tutor  can  oblige  himself  in  their 
name;  we  eay,  (and  it  is  a  principle  known  to  all  who  have  only 
read  the  Institutes  of  Justinian,)  the  pupils  might  oblige  them- 
selves with  the  assent  of  their  tutor,  yet  ihey  could  not  make  a 
testament  But  not  to  travel  out  of  the  French  jurisprudence, 
can  any  body  doubt  that  contracts  made  by  minors  are  good  in 
themselves — that  they  produce  a  legitimate  obligation— and  that, 
until  they  are  destroyed  by  letters  of  rescission,  they  are  to  be  ex- 
ecuted as  acts  passed  by  persons  of  full  age?  They  may  engig^ 
their  property  by  all  kinds  of  contracts;  the  laws  of  the  chuich 
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B  ai^d  the  state  regard  them  as  capable  of  effectually  contracting  the 

most  important,  themost  solemn,  and  the  most  inviolable  of  i^U 
m  engagements,  such  as  marriage  and  religious  profession,  yet  at  the 
.|  time  that  it  is  permitted  to  them  to  dispose  not  only  of  their  goods 
^  and  their  fortune,  but  also  of  their  person  and  condition,  the  same 
K£  law  declares  them  incapable  of  disposing  of  their  effects  by  tes- , 
^         tament. 

^  Let  us  add  to  this  first  eicample  another  proof  of  this  same  dis- 

1^  tinction,  which  is  not  less  certain  or  less  convincing;  a  person  may 
g  engage  by  the  ministry  of  a  procurator;  and  when  the  procurationr 
is  gener&d,  he  so  completely  adopts  the  credit  of  the  person  in 
whom  he  confides,  that  without  knowing  it,  without  expressly  in- 
tending it,  he  enters  into  all  kinds  of  obligations;  but  can  any 
body  contend  that  it  is  possible  to  make  a  testament  by  procura- 
tion? and  whatever  confidence  a  testator  may  repose  in  the  probity 
and  understanding  of  his  counsel,  could  he  subscribe  to  a  law  not 
made  by  himself? 

The  testament,  if  you  please,  shall  be  wise,  reasonable  and  full 
of  justice  and  equity;  the  testator  shall  even  have  approved  it  be- 
fore hand,  by  permitting  his  counsel  to  make  it;  the  disposition  is 
null,  because  a  testament  ought  to  be  not  only  a  judicious  act — it 
ought  essentially  and  necessarily  to  be  the  productbn  of  the  judg- 
ment and  reason  of  the  testator  himself. 

This  is  not,  then,  one  of  those  subtle  distinctions  repugnant  to 
natural  reason,  and  only  supported  by  the  mere  authority  of  posi- 
tive law.  We  might  say,  Uiat  although  it  is  written  in  every  law, 
it  is  a  law  previously  ordained,  a  law  of  reason  itself,  and  there- 
fore it  is  universally  received  wherever  there  is  any  idea  of  juris- 
prudence. But  what  is  the  natural  difference  that  produces  this 
distinction  between  contracts  and  testaments?  We  conceive  there 
is  no  great  difficulty  in  resolving  this  question.  It  is  essential  to 
human  society  that  there  should  be  contracts.  It  is  not  necessary 
that  there  should  be  testaments;  never  was  there  a  ccmununity 
subsisting  without  the  aid  of  some  engagement.  There  were 
many  which  for  a  long  time  reflised  their  citizens  the  authority  of 
making  testaments.  The  foundations  of  civil  society,  of  com- 
merce, of  police,  of  government,  would  be  overturned  if  it  was 
rendered  difficult  to  contract  engagements;  on  the  contrary,  the 
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oommeite,  the  government  of  states,  might  subsist  without  testa- 
ments. 

The  facility  of  contracting  is  confonnable  to  nataial  law,  to  the 
law  of  nations,  to  civil  law.  The  liberty  of  malcmg  testaments  is 
an  invention  of  the  law  of  nations,  authorized  by  dvil  lamr,  but 
appears  contrary  to  the  law  of  nature,  which  by  death  deprives  a 
man  of  all  the  rights  that  he  could  exercise  over  his  propeitf . 
Gontracts  are  always  fiivored;  testaments  are  often  Ae  reverse. 
Such  are  the  natural  characters  which  distinguish  contracts  fiom 
testaments.  Shall  we  then  be  surprised  if  the  laws  have  permit- 
ted mankind  to  dispose  of  their  property  more  easily  byaoontract 
Aan  a  testament?    2  Podiier,  467-8-9. 

At  page  509  and  610  of  the  same  volume,  this  ^ninent  jurist 
again  adverts  to  the  same  subject,  and  says:  ^The  law  which 
substitutes  a  testator  in  its  place,  which  invests  him  with  the 
diaracter  and  powOT  of  a  real  legislature,  which  giants  him  the 
right  to  change,  to  discompose,  to  abrogate  the  natural  and  fiivor- 
able  order  of  legitimate  successions,  requires  at  the  same  time  fiom 
him  both  a  capacity  proportionate  to  the  importance  of  his  minis- 
try and  a  plenitude,  and,  if  we  may  so  espress  ooiselvei^  of  a 
superabundance  of  will;  and,  tfierefore,  it  renders  him  capable  of 
all  kinds  of  contracts,  previous  to  impressing  him  with  capacity, 
necessary  for  making  a  testament. 

Every  body  knows  that  persons  under  the  age  of  puberty,  but 
approaching  to  that  age,  may  contract  with  the  authority  of  their 
tutors;  but  whoever  conceived  that  the  presence  and  authority  of 
their  tuux  could  render  them  capable  of  making  a  testamoit? 

Minors  contract  amongst  us  with  the  hopes  of  restitution,  but 
they  make  a  valid  contract.  This  is  not  all;  the  laws  of  the 
church  and  of  the  state  give  them  the  power  of  aigaging  them- 
selves by  the  most  solemn  and  indissoluble  ties;  and  at  the  same 
'  time  that  the  law  permits  them  to  dispose  not  only  of  their  fortune, 
but  of  their  state,  and  their  libertjr;  whether  by  marriage  or  leligioos 
profession;  the  same  law  declares  them  incapable  of  giving  their 
effects  by  testament." 

^'And  what  is  the  reason  of  the  two  differences  between  coo- 
tract  and  testament?  It  is  founded  upon  the  most  pure  sources  of 
sound  jurisprudence.    We  shall  only  point  at  them  in  passing, 
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that  we  may  enter  upon  that  which  more  nearly  concerns  the  real 
state  of  the  cause. 

It  is  essential  to  human  society  that  there  should  be  contracts; 
it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  testaments.  There  are 
many  flourishing  states  which  have  long  refused  to  their  citizens 
the  right  of  making  a  testament.  Was  there  ever  any  which  de- 
prived them  of  the  &culty  of  contracting  all  ^gagements? 

The  faculty  of  engaging  is  conformable  to  every  kind  of  law, 
the  law  of  nature  introduces  it,  the  law  of  nations  augments  it, 
the  civil  law  perfects  it. 

The  faculty  of  disposing  by  testament  is  the  nature  of  civil  law, 
or  at  most  of  the  law  of  nations;  but  it  is  contrary  to  the  law  of 
nature,  by  which  death  deprives  a  man  of  every  right  over  his 
property. 

<^  The  entering  into  contracts  is  favorable,  and  almost  always 
accords  with  the  law;  testaments  are  often  odious,  and  every  testa- 
tor begins  by  thinking  himself  more  wise  than  the  law  itself;  in 
fact  he  ought  to  be  so,  when  he  has  the  right  to  abrogate  it. 

After  this,  is  it  astonishing,  if  the  laws  have  granted  a  liberty 
of  entering  into  a  contract  at  an  earlier  period  than  that  of  making 
a  testament,  if  they  have  willed  that  contracts  shall  be  more 
favored,  more  common,  more  easy  to  make  than  testaments,  if  they 
are  content  with  a  moderate  capacity  for  the  one,  while  they  re- 
quire a  great  one  for  the  other;  lastly,  if  the  contract  can  be  sup- 
plied by  a  substitute,  while  a  testament  never  can."  2  Pothier,  611. 

Although  this  reasoning  is  in  a  case  respecting  the  capacity 
necessary  to  making  a  testament  valid,  it  proceeds  upon  general 
fundamental  principles  of  law  and  jiuisprudence,  applicable  to  the 
whole  law  of  testaments,  and  most  remarkably  coincides  with 
and  strongly  sustains,  both  by  the  high  authority  of  the  most  able 
and  renowned  jurist  from  whom  it  proceeds,  and  its  own  force 
and  cogency,  the  general  view  which  I  have  attempted  to  take. 
To  attempt  a  detailed  application  of  the  several  parts  of  it  which 
avail  me  would  be  tedious,  and  is  thought  unnecessary,  as  your 
honors  will  readily  supply  the  omission  by  your  own  reflection. 
Yet  I  cannot  forbear  one  or  two  notices  of  its  application. 

Instead  of  concurring  with  the  chancellor  that  the  right  of  dis- 
position by  will,  and  by  act  or  contract  are  co^extensive,  he  pro- 
Vol.  L— 68 
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ceeds  exactly  on  the  ground  I  have  taken,  declaring  that  the  dis- 
tinction between  contracting  when  living,  and  disposing  of  prop- 
erty by  testament  when  dead,  ^'  is  not  one  of  those  subtile  distinc- 
tions repugnant  to  natural  reason,  and  only  supported  by  the  mere 
authority  o(  positive  law,"  and  adds  in  reference  to  the  distinction: 
^  we  might  say  that  although  it  is  writtai  in  every  law,  it  is  a  law 
previously  ordained,  a  law  of  reason  itsdf,  and  therefore  it  is  oni- 
versally  received  wherever  there  is  any  idea  of  jurisf^udence." 
He  maintains  that  the  power  to  make  a  testament  is  the  power  to 
repeal  the  law,  by  changing  the  legitimate  and  natural  course  of 
succession  establidied  by  the  wisdom  of  the  law  itself  and  such 
it  evidently  is.  The  wisdom  of  the  law  has  provided  that  the 
aext  of  kin  shall  succeed  to  the  estate  of  deceased  persons,  but  far 
reasons  assigned  by  Blackstone  and  Wore  noticed,  it  was  tboogfat 
politic  to  give  to  the  owner  the  power  to  appoint  by  will  his  own 
heir  ot  successor,  substituting  the  successor  of  his  choice  for  the 
successor  appointed  by  the  wisdom  of  the  law.  How  can  it  be 
reasonably  inferred  from  this,  that  the  law  making  power  when  it 
conferred  on  the  owner  the  power  of  defeating  its  own  sdection 
of  a  successor,  by  appointing  one  to  succeed  him,  intended  also  to 
confer  the  power  of  declaring  that  no  one  diould  succeed  him. 
This  would  be  against  reason;  there  was  a  motive  to  induce  the 
making  a  law,  that  the  owner  might  select  the  person  who  should 
enjoy  his  estate;  there  was  no  motive  to  provide  by  law  that  it 
dionld  not  be  enjoyed  at  all.  On  the  contrary,  every  motife 
existed  to  deny  the  power  to  withdraw  property  fix>m  the  uses  to 
which  it  was  adapted.  The  whole  tendency  and  aim  of  lq;iti- 
nate  l^islation  is  to  pseserve  property  for  the  benefit  of  man,  not 
to  destroy  it.  In  some  communities,  slaves  have  been  so  &r  re- 
garded as  an  exception,  as  to  induce  the  passage  of  laws  author- 
ising a  master  by  will  to  manumit,  and  thus  to  reduce  the  amount 
of  property.  This  has  not  been  done  in  Mississippi,  and  cbnse- 
quently,  if  the  right  to  appoint  a  successor  by  will  does  not  confer 
the  right  to  provide  that  horses,  or  household  goods,  shall  not  be 
held  as  property,  it  does  not  confer  the  right  to  make  a  dispositioa 
of  slaves  which  shall  cause  them  to  cease  to  be  property. 

This  view  of  the  sulgect  will  derive  great  aid  firom  our  keeping 
iloonstantlyin  the  mind,  that  there  exists  a  distinction  founded  in 
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i  reason  and  nature,  between  my  lig^t  to  go  with  my  property 

c  wheresoerer  I  choose,  and  my  directing  by  will  that  it  shall  be 

i  carried  after  I  die.    The  law  of  nature  knows  nothing  o£  states  or 

)  nations.    Its  existence  preceded  the  formation  of  distinct  commit- 

I  nities;  it  only  regards  man  as  a  citizen  of  the  worid,  confers  on 

I  him  the  ri^t  and  power  of  locomotion,  and  under  that  law,  he 

I  has  the  x?ght  to  hold  property  so  long  as  he  lives,  and  to  go  with 

it  where  he  chooses.    The  municipal  law  did  not  confer  this  right 
,  or  power,  nor  has  it  abridged  it 

;  '^  The  faculty  of  disposing  by  testament  is  the  nature  of  civil  * 

^  law,  or  at  most  of  the  law  of  nations;  but  it  is  contrary  to  the  la^ 

of  nature,  by  which  death  deprives  a  man  of  e^ery  right  over  hia 
property."  We  here  see  the  fallacy  of  the  argument  that  would 
prove  that  as  the  testator  might  go  with  his  property  to  Liberiai 
while  living,  he  might  by  testament  eShct  the  same  after  his  death. 
The  law^of  nature  gave  him  the  right  while  living,  and  ihex^ 
fore  he  might  do  so,  the  laws  of  the  land  being  silent.  The  law 
of  nature  gave  him  no  right  to  do  so  by  will,  and  therefore  he 
could  not  after  death  do  so  for  the  same  reason,  that  is,  the  laws 
of  the  land  being  silent 

We  point  to  the  law  which  conferred  the  right  on  the  living 
man,  and  that  law  denies  it  to  the  dead.  Let  them,  then,  point  to 
the  law  which  confers  the  power  on  the  dead,  and  abrogates  the 
law  of  nature.  When  this  is  done,  and  not  until  this  is  done,  can 
we  say  with  the  chancellor,  that, ''  whatev^  would  be  a  1^1  dis- 
position of  a  person's  property  while  living,  would  be  equally  law- 
All,  when  disposed  of  by  last  will  and  testament,"  if,  by  the  word 
disposition,  he  means  the  siding  slaves  firom  Mississippi  to  Liberia, 
there  to  be  free. 

The  chancellor  says,  "  The  right  to  manumit  a  slave  is  perfect 
and  undoubted  at  common  law,  by  will,  deed,  or  otherwise,"  and 
upon  this  assumption  builds  much. 

I  have  already  shown:  1.  That  no  such  right  existed  at  com- 
mon law.  2«  That  if  it  did,  it  was  not  the  law  of  master  and 
slave  here.  3.  That  if  it  was,  it  overthrew  the  cause  of  the  ap- 
pellees. In  d6ing  this,  I  necessarily  refute  the  whole  of  the  chan- 
cellor's argument,  for  it  all  rests  upon  his  assumption  of  false  prem- 
ises, that  is,  that  by  the  common  law,  this  was  a  valid  will,  and 
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being  so  it  remained  good,  unless  repealed  by  the  prohibitory  law 
copied  in  his  argument. 

I  will  now  proceed  to  the  question,  whether  the  statute  does  not 
prohibit  this  emancipation,  even  if  independent  of  it  the  will 
would  be  valid.  The  chancellor  having  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  it  does  not,  we  must  examine  the  argument  by  which  he 
does  so. 

One  of  his  positions  is,  that  all  statutes  must  be  constmed  in 
reference  to  the  common  law,  ^'for  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  the 
legislature  intended  to  make  any  innovation  upon  the  common 
law,  further  than  the  case  absolutely  requires."  If,  when  tes- 
ted by  the  common  law,  the  will  would  have  been  valid,  and  i^ 
also,  the  legislature  has,  in  the  statute,  used  language  so  ambigu- 
ous that  it  is  necessary  by  presumption  to  ascertain  the  meaning 
of  the  words,  there  would  be  something  in  this.  But  inasmuch 
as  the  conimon  law  had  no  effect  of  that  kind,  and  further,  as  the 
words  of  the  statute  are  as  clear  and  distinct  and  free  from  ambi- 
guity as  the  English  language  can  make  them,  it  is  wholly  unal- 
lowable to  indulge  in  presumptions  at  all.  In  the  very  nature  of 
things  there  can  be  no  presumption.  It  is  a  well  settl^  principle 
of  law,  that  where  there  is  no  ambiguity  there  is  to  be  no  con- 
struction ;  in  fact  there  is  no  room  for  it  It  is  a  perversion  of 
terms  to  call  it  construction. 

Something  is  said  about  the  reciprocity  of  the  duty  of  obedi- 
ence to  the  law,  by  the  citizen,  and  of  protection  on  the  part  of  the 
government  To  what  end  are  laws  ordained?  to  protect  the 
dead,  or  the  living?  From  whom  do  they  require  this  obedi^icd 
is  it  from  the  dead,  or  from  the  living?  If  protection  and  obedi- 
ence are  correlatives,  it  follows,  that  where  obedience  is  with- 
drawn, the  right  to  protection  ceases,  and  the  dead  do  not  obey  the 
law.  What  are  we  thinking  of  when  we  talk  of  protection  and 
obedience,  in  reference  to  human  laws,  and  a  man  in  his  grave? 
and  upon  this  idea  of  duty  of  protection  due  to  him,  who  was  a 
citizen,  and  is  dead,  by  the  most  fiir  fetched  presumptions,  in  the 
very  teeth  of  positive  and  unequivocal  legislative  prohibition, 
wrest  from  his  heirs  their  rightful  patrimony  to  bestow  it  on  his 
slaves?  What  obedience  is  due  from  the  appellants  to  that  gov- 
ernment which  thus,  through  her  courts,  protects  them? 
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It  is  said  that  the  counsel  referred  to  decisions  under  the  mort- 
main act,  to  show  the  construction  of  our  statute,  of  emancipation. 
The  counsel  were  very  unfortunate,  through  the  whole  case,  in 
not  haying  made  themselves  understood  in  any  part  of  it.  They 
insisted  that  this  statute  admitted  of  no  construction  whatever, 
being  wholly  fiee  from  the  slightest  ambiguity.  They  referred 
to,  and  read  decisions  on  the  statute  of  mortmain,  to  show  that  the 
secret  trust  charged  in  the  bill,  in  Mrs.  Reed's  case,  and  which 
stood  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  would  have  the  same  effect 
in  law  that  it  would  have  had,  had  the  estate  been  expressly  de- 
vised upon  the  same  trusts  declared  in  the  will;  and  in  the  course 
of  the  argument,  when  the  subject  was  mentioned  of  l^slatiT^ 
intention,  it  was  said,  that  if  the  court  were  at  liberty  to  go  into 
conjecture  as  to  legislative  intent,  and  thereby  control  clear  and 
express  words,  it  was  as  reasonable  to  conjecture,  that  a  part  of 
the  object  of  Uie  legislature  was  to  effect  the  objects  intended  to 
be  effected  by  the  statutes  of  mortmain,  as  it  was  to  guess  or  con* 
jecturethat  tfie  only  object  was  to  prevent  the  increase  of  free 
negroes. 

This  would  not  have  been  ndvarted  to  now,  but  it  is  considered 
necessary  to  protect  the  humble  reputation  of  counsel  from  the 
consequence  of  being  held  up  to  this  court  and  the  public,  as 
taking  so  many  distinctions  without  differences,  and  as  being  so 
wholly  deficient  in  discernment  as  they  have,  from  want  of  dis- 
tinctness subjected  themselves  to  be  censured  with, 
g  I  come  now  to  notice  an  argument  which  is  supposed  to  lead 
*to  a  conclusion  that  cannot  be  resisted." 

We  are  told,  that  after  reading  the  title  of  the  act,  the  first  thing 
that  strikes  us  with  surprise  upon  reading  the  statute^  is,  that  a 
provision  in  relation  to  last  wills  and  testaments  should  have 
occurred  under  such  a  title,  instead  of  under  the  more  appropriate 
head  in  the  same  book,  ''concerning  last  wills  and  testaments.** 
The  mind  is  prompted  to  inquire,  what  necessary  connection 
there  is,  between  the  right  of  making  a  last  will  and  tedtament, 
and  a  statute  ''ccmceming  slaves,  free  negroes  and  mulattoes.'' 

''To  which  one  of  these  distinct  and  several  branches  of  l^islative 
ccmcem,''  continues  the  argament,  Moes  the  right  of  making  a 
will  fitly  attach  itsel£    Is  it  that  part  which  relates  to  slaves,  an 
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that  part  which  relates  to  mulattoes,  or  is  it  the  third  branch  rela- 
ting to  free  negroes,  with  which  Ae  right  to  make  a  will  holds 
affinity?  The  surprise  gives  place  to  a  clear  peic^tion  of  the 
reason  of  this  apparently  unnatural  association  of  subjects,  when 
we  perceive  that  the  provision  in  regard  to  testaments  is  exclu- 
sively directed  to  the  right  of  manumitting  slaves." 

It  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  a  very  surprising  or  mmatural 
association,  that  when  the  legislature  are  enacting  a  law  on  the 
subject  of  slaves,  that  we  should  find  in  it  a  provision  respecting 
emancipation,  not  as  the  chancellor  has  it,  a  provision  concerning 
"the  right  of  making  a  last  will  and  testament,^'  when  they  w«!e 
enacting  a  statute  in  which  from  its  tide,  as  stated  in  the  aigu- 
ment,  '^the  entire  legislative  policy  of  the  country,  with  respect  to 
these  three  classes  of  persons,  is  to  be  sought  for,"  it  seems  rather 
natural  than  otherwise,  that  the  legislative  mind  should  have  been 
somewhat  directed  to  the  subject  of  manumission.  That  a  ques- 
tion would  arise,  may  slaves  be  manumitted?  and  this  affirma- 
tively decided,  that  a  second  question  might  reasonably  arise;  how 
may  slaves  be  manumitted?  and  in  considering  of  this,  there 
is  nothing  very  unnatural  in  coming  to  the  conclusion,  that  1.  It 
may  be  done  by  will.  2.  In  consideration  of  distingaished  ser- 
vices. 3.  To  the  state,  or,  4.  To  the  owner.  5.  With  consent  of 
the  legislature.  6.  And  <'it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  person 
being  the  owner"  to  emancipate  them  unless  so  done.  Precisely 
this  is  the  provision  of  the  stati^te,  and  it  does  appear  that  such  a 
provision  holds  some  affinity  with  that  branch  of  legislative  cxxb 
eem  which  relates  to  slaves,  and  the  conclusion  can,  without  any 
great  effort  of  mind,  be  resisted,  that  it  is  only  part  and  parcel  of 
the  municipal  policy  of  the  country  with  r^ard  to  free  n^;n)es. 
And  this  may  possibly  be  easily  done,  if  we  perceive  that  the 
right  to  make  a  will  is  one  thing,  and  the  power  to  manumit  a 
slave,  by  will,  is  another.  That  the  one  is  a  power  to  con- 
tinue property  by  assigning  it  an  owner,  whilst  the  other  is  a 
power  to  discontinue  property  by  a  provision  that  there  shall  be 
no  owner. 

There  is  another  fact,  which  carries  to  the  mind  of  the  chancel- 
lor ''the  clearest  conviction  t)|at  the  legislature  intended  the  pro- 
hibition to  extend  only  to  cases  of  emancipation  within  this  states 
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where  the  slaves  were  intended  to  remain,"  and  that  fact  is,  that 
the  section,  after  requiring  the  sanction  of  the  legislature,  contains 
also  this  provision:  ''nor  until  the  owtier  shall  have  complied  with 
the  conditions  specified  in  such  act;"  and  this  clear  conviction  is 
produced  by  this  satis&ctory  reasoning,  as  far  as  I  see  its  force. 

Major  proposition.  "I  presume,  that  the  probable  conditions 
which  the  legislature  would  impose  in  such  case  upon  the  owner, 
would  be  such  as  requiring  of  him  bond  and  security,  for  the 
good  behavior  of  the  negroes,  or  against  their  becoming  a  puUic 
charge." 

lAinor  proposition.  ''Although  the  colony  of  Liberia  is  an  ob- 
ject  worthy  of  all  philanthropic  encouragement,  yet  it  is  not  to  be 
piesumed  that  Mississippi  intended  to  extend  her  guardian  care  so 
fiir  as  to  protect  that  colony,  by  bond  and  security,  against  the 
evils  of  pauperism,  and  breaches  of  the  peace." 

Ergo.  An  act  of  assembly,  declaring  in  express  terms  that  no 
owner  of  a  slave  shall  manumit  him,  but  in  the  manner  therein 
pointed  out,  "extends  only  to  cases  of  emancipation  within  this 
state,  where  the  slaves  were  intended  to  remain." 

And  this  logic  is  sufficient  to  disinherit  my  cUentS|  and  wrest 
from  them  probably  more  than  half  a  million  of  dollars. 

The  last  argument,  by  which  it  is  proved  that  this  statute  does 
not  extend  to  the  case  under  consideration,  is  this:  "The  rule, 
that  every  contract,  act,  or  agreement,  is  to  be  governed  by  the 
laws  of  the  place,  where  the  ex^ution  or  performance  is  to  take 
place,  is  one  of  universal  application.  The  execution  of  the  trust, 
in  this  case,  according  to  the  allegation  of  this  bill,  is  to  take  place 
in  Liberia.  The  laws  of  that  place,  then,  according  to  the  rule, 
must  decide  upon  its  l^^ality." 

And  is  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  a  will,  executed  by  a  citizen 
of  Mississippi,  domiciled  in  Mississippi,  devising  ^tate,  real  and 
personal,  in  Mississippi,  to  be  tested  by  the  laws  of  Liberia?  We 
had  thought  that  there  was  some  difference  between  the  cases  of 
wills  and  contracts.  But  further;  if  this  case  is  to  be  decided  by 
the  law  of  Liberia,  may  we  not  ask,  what  law  of  Liberia  conferred 
on  the  testator  the  capacity  to  make  this  will,  emancipating  his 
slaves,  and  giving  to  th^tn  his  whole  estate,  real  and  personal,  or 
the  proceeds  of  it?    Upon  the  subject  of  the  gift,  in  certain  events, 
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for  the  establishment  of  a  school  in  Liberia,  I  would  only  make 
one  point  in  addition  to  those  made  and  so  ably  discussed  by  die 
senior  counsel  in  the  case.  Even  if  the  statute  43d  Elizabetfi^ 
was  not  repealed,  this  charity  could  not  be  enforced.  Under  that 
statute  no  foreign  charity  was  ever  established,  wheve  the  same 
would  have  been  void  as  a  domestic  charity.  This  is  intended  to 
be  a  charity  for  the  education  of  free  n^roes  in  a  foreign  country. 
The  courts  of  Mississippi  would  not  establish  it  as  a  charity,  for 
the  education  of  free  negroes  in  Mississippi,  and  therefore  will  not 
do  so  for  their  education  abroad.  The  existence  and  promotion  of 
the  Roman  Catholic  Religion,  at  Rome  or  in  France,  comes  no 
more  in  conflict  with  the  policy  of  England,  than  does  the  educa- 
tion of  negroes  in  Africa  come  in  conflict  with  the  policy  of  Mis 
sissippi.  The  rule  under  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  is,  that  what- 
ever our  laws  regard  as  a  charity,  our  courts,  pronouncing  those 
laws,  will  establish  as  such,  whether  domestic  or  foreign.  What 
our  laws  do  not  recognize  as  a  charity,  we  cannot  enforce,  for  our 
courts  are  only  organs  of  those  laws. 

Comity  is  extended  far  enough,  and  as  far  as  it  can  be  lawfully 
carried,  when  we  permit  the  wealth  of  the  state  to  be  carried  to 
foreign  parts,  to  sustain  a  foreign  institution,  for  the  benefit  of  a 
class  of  persons  to  which  we  would  extend  the  same  at  home.  It 
does  not  extend  to  sending  our  wealth  abroad,  to  confer  benefits 
<m  a  particular  class,  when  we  would  not  at  home  extend  the 
same  benefit  to  our  own  people  of  the  same  class.  In  no  instance 
known  has  it  been  done. 

Mr.  Justice  Trotter  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

In  considering  this  case,  I  have  not  deemed  it  necessary  or  pro- 
per to  follow  the  counsel  into  the  wide  field  of  discussion  upon 
which  some  of  them  have  entered,  nor  to  examine  the  elementary 
questions  which  have  been  raised  and  very  ably  argued.  The 
doctrines  which  have  been  insisted  on,  as  the  foundation  in  part 
of  the  title  of  the  appellants,  have  formed  the  topics  of  fruitful 
controversy  with  philosophers  and  jurists,  and  are  not  yet  settled 
in  the  judgment  of  mankind.  Perhaps  they  never  will  be,  so  fiir 
at  least,  as  to  command  a  universal  assent.  In  view  of  these  coih 
siderationS)  it  is  quite  unimportant  that  this  court  should  express 
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an  opinion,  and  more  especially  so,  since  the  question  has  been 
settled  by  the  paramount  authority  of  the  lec^islative  will;  so  that 
whether  the  title  of  the  appellants  as  heirs  at  law  of  Isaac  Ross 
their  ancestor,  to  the  property  he  possessed,  be  derived  from  the 
law  of  nature,  or  the  positive  constitutions  of  the  society  of  which 
they  are  members,  is  quite  immaterial  to  the  present  inquiry,  since 
it  is  very  evident  they  have  the  title  by  law,  unless  their  right 
has  been  defeated  by  a  valid  and  effectual  disposition  made  by  the 
deceased. 

I  shall  therefore  proceed  to  consider  the  question  presented  by 
the  record,  whether  the  provisions  in  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
Isaac  Ross,  for  the  disposition  of  the  slaves  claimed  by  appellants, 
are  legal  and  valid,  so  as  to  defeat  the  title  of  the  heirs. 

The  will  directs  the  appellees,  as  the  executors  of  the  same,  to 
transport  to  the  coast  of  Africa,  such  of  the  slaves  of  the  testator, 
as  shall  elect  to  go;  there  to  be  settled  in  Liberia  and  remain  free. 
Is  this  trust  raised  in  the  will  authorized  by  law,  or  is  it  repug- 
nant to  any  provision  of  the  laws  of  this  country,  so  that  its  exe- 
cution may  be  rightfully  restrained?  Jt  is  urged  by  the  appel- 
lants, that  it  is  a  will  for  the  emancipation  of  slaves,  and  as  such, 
is  opposed  to  the  law  and  established  policy  of  this  state.  That 
there  is  a  mode  provided  for  the  manumission  of  slaves  in  this 
country,  and  no  other  can  be  permitted;  that  slaves,  in  this  state, 
axe  property,  and  the  subject  of  absolute  dominion,  is  an  undenia- 
ble proposition,  since  they  have  been  so  constituted  by  direct  legis- 
lative enactment.  Hence  it  is  equally  evident  that  their  owner 
may  emancipate  them  or  in  any  manner  renounce  his  ri^ht  upon 
the  clear  principle  of  having  the  power  to  dispose  of  his  own 
property  as  he  pleases.  The  ability  to  devise  or  bequeath  all  his 
property  by  last  will  and  testament,  is  conferred  upon  the  owner 
in  general  terms  by  the  law  of  this  state.  Rev.  Code,  p.  32,  sec.  14. 
It  follows  of  necessity,  therefore,  that  the  trust  raised  in  the  will 
of  Captain  Ross  is  legal,  unless  there  is  something  in  the  character 
of  slave  property  which  excludes  it  from  the  control  of  this  gene- 
ral dominion  or  power;  and  this  I  take  to  be  the  true  and  real 
ground  of  our  inquiries.  For  unless  the  law  has  imposed  modifi- 
cations or  limitations  upon  the  power  of  disposition  in  regard  to 
riaves,  which  do  not  exist  in  relation  to  other  property,  the  present 
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controvenry  must  be  considered  as  at  an  end.  ConsideTations  cf 
policy  might  well  justify  legislative  r^ulations  as  to  the  method 
<rf' emancipation,  as  that  it  shall  be  done  by  deed  or  will  sanctioned 
by  the  legislative  authority  in  consideration  of  meritopous  services 
to  the  master,  or  distinguished  services  to  the  state,  and  mider 
proper  guarantees  that  they  shall  not  become  a  public  charge. 
And  accordingly  the  legislature  have  prescribed  limitations  in  sab- 
stance  such  as  the  for^fmng  upon  the  r^ht  cf  emancipation.  The 
act  of  1822,  embodies  these  rules,  and  declares  the  policy  of  the 
state  in  relation  to  slaves,  free  negroes,  and  mulattoes. 

If  the  will  in  this  case  provided  for  the  manumission  of  the 
slaves  in  this  state,  it  would  then  unquestionably  be  opposed  to 
the  principles  of  this  statute,  .and  could  not  be  enforced.    And  it 
would  be  inoperative  for  the  same  reason  that  a  deed  or  any  other 
instrument  for  the  same  purpose,  executed  by  the  testator,  would 
have  been  so.    It  is  not  then  because  the  intention  to  manumit  is 
ezpessed  in  a  last  will  and  testament,  that  it  must  be  defeated, 
but  it  is  because  the  policy  of  the  state,  which  is  dedarad  in  the 
act  of  assembly,  is  opposed  to  such  intention  in  any  form.    No 
<Nie  can  by  his  mere  act,  unsanctioned  by  the  public  authority,  set 
his  slave  free  in  this  country,  either  by  will  or  deed.    And  heoce 
what  he  cannot  do  himsdf,  cannot  be  done  by  trustees.    That 
which  he  cannot  do  by  his  own  act  whilst  living,  cannot  be  done 
by  his  executors  when  he  is  dead.    No  man  can  del^ate  to 
another  a  power  which  he  does  not  himself  possess.    CafL  Rosi 
could  not  in  his  lifetime  by  any  instrument  or  act  grant  freedom 
to  his  slaves,  as  a  boon  to  be  enjoyed  in  this  state.    That  would 
frustrate  the  policy  of  the  statute,  which  is  opposed  to  an  augmen* 
tation  of  free  n^roes  in  the  state;  a  result  hazardous  to  the  safety 
of  the  owners  of  slaves,  and  the  security  of  the  public  peace.  This 
I  take  to  be  the  full  scope  and  design  of  the  statute.    It  may  well 
be  urged,  therefore,  as  it  has  been  in  every  the  most  forcible  and 
ingenious  form  of  argument,  that  the  appellees  cannot  be  suffered 
to  execute  the  trust  expressed  in  the  will,  assiuning  it  to  be  a  trust 
for  the  emancipation  of  slaves  generally.    But  the  question  pre- 
sented in  the  record,  is  not  whether  the  testator  had  the  ability  to 
manumit  his  slaves  without  the  consent  of  the  legislature,  but 
whether  he  possessed  the  power  to  send  them  to  Africa  there  to 
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remaiii  free.  It  is  true  that  the  freedom  and  happiness  of  bis 
slaves  altars  to  hare  been  the  object,  an  object  he  had  power  to 
pursue  by  any  means  not  incompatible  with  the  laws  of  ttiis  state. 
The  act  of  tiPansporting  them  to  Africa,  there  to  remain  free,  does 
not  seem  to  be  an  act  of  manumission  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  or  its  spirit  or  policy.  No  question  has  been  made  of  the 
power  of  the  testator  to  carry  his  slaves  to  Africa  in  his  lifetime. 
Nor  indeed  was  it  possible  to  have  raised  such  question  without 
a  manifest  absurdity.  The  power  to  have  done  so,  resulted  to  the 
testator  as  the  owner  of  the  slaves  fix)m  his  acknowledged  right 
of  absolute  dominion.  Having  this  power  himseli^  it  was  cer- 
tainly competent  for  him  to  employ  another  to  do  the  same  thing, 
or  to  direct  it  to  be  done  by  his  executors,  who  are  trustees  to 
carry  his  intentions  into  effect.  But  it  has  been  urged  that  the 
trust  in  the  will  was  raised  from  a  studious  design  to  evade  the 
restrictions  upon  emancipation  which  the  policy  of  the  state  has 
imposed,  and  was  a  fraud  upon  the  law.  And  this  is  really  the 
substantial  gravamen  of  the  whole  of  the  able  and  learned  aigu-  • 
ments  which  have  been  offsred  to  defeat  the  execution  of  the 
will.  But  this  general  charge  of  fraud  is  assumed  merely  as  an 
inference  of  law,  from  the  character  of  the  trust  set  forth  in  the 
will,  not  based  upon  any  facts  uiged  in  its  support.  But  this 
general  way  of  imputing  fraud  to  a  transaction  which  is  fidr  and 
legal  upon  its  face,  without  reference  to  any  extrinsic  or  collate 
eral  act,  is  not  sufficient  to  defeat  it  Nor  was  it  upon  this  ground 
that  the  cases  were  decided,  which  have  been  relied  on  by  the 
appellees  in  support  of  their  title. 

The  case  of  Hinds  et  al,  v.  Brazeale  et  al.  which  was  decided 
at  a  former  term  of  this  court,  2  Howard,  837,  proceeded  upon  a 
state  of  facts  very  different  from  ^t  developed  in  the  pleadings 
in  the  case  at  bar.  In  that  case,  Elisha  Brazeale,  the  testator, 
left  hia  residence  in  Mississippi,  and  carried  the  slaves  in  contro* 
versy  with  him  to  Ohio,  and  there  executed  a  deed  of  manumis- 
sion, when  he  returned  with  them  to  his  home  in  this  state.  His 
will,  subsequently  made,  directed  their  manumission  according  to 
the  deed  before  executed  in  Ohio,  and  assuming  them  to  be  free 
in  virtue  of  the  deed,  devised  all  the  property  of  the  testator  to 


700  SUPERIOR  COURT 

SoM  ud  Rom  r.  Danctn  ei  at,  tnd  nme  v.  Yertsflr  et  oL 

them.  The  deed  of  emancipation  was  held  void,  because  as  a 
contract  for  freedom  it  was  to  be  executed  in  Mississippi,  whose 
laws  and  pohcy  forbid  it  in  the  mode  then  attempted,  and  because 
the  farcical  excursion  into  Ohio  by  the  testator,  his  immediate  re- 
turn into  this  state  with  the  slaves  to  his  former  residence,  and 
continuing  there  as  a  citizen  up  to  die  period  of  his  death,  with 
the  other  circumstances,  demonstrated  his  intention  to  evade  the 
laws  of  the  state  and  commit  a  fraud  upon  their  provisions.  "  It 
is  a  settled  and  sound  principle,"  says  the  judge  who  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  '^  that  no  state  will  enforce  a  contract 
made  by  its  citizens  elsewhere  in  violation  and  fraud  of  its  laws.*^ 
This  is  the  general  principle,  and  the  rules  of  national  conuty  are 
not  to  be  enforced,  or  cease  to  be  binding  when  the  execution  of 
the  contract  is  forbidden  by  a  great  principle  of  state  policy.  But 
how  can  the  application  of  the  doctrines  of  that  case  be  invc^ed 
to  restrain  the  execution  of  a  trust  for  the  bona  fide  transportation 
of  slaves  from  Mississippi  to  Africa,  there  to  remain  £ree?  That 
case  went  on  the  ground  expressed  by  the  court,  that  the  deed  of 
emancipation  having  been  made  in  Ohio,  in  pursuance  of  a  scheme 
planned  and  executed  to  evade  the  rigor  of  the  laws  of  this  state, 
was  to  be  treated  as  a  deed  made  in  this  state  and  to  be  executed 
here,  and  therefore  clearly  void. 

It  will  not  be  contended,  however,  that  the  testator  had  not  a 
right  to  take  the  slaves  to  Ohio,  and  leave  them  there  in  the  en- 
joyment of  freedom,  according  to  the  constitution  of  that  state. 
Placed  thus  beyond  our  limits,  their  freedom  could  not  be  the 
subject  of  animadversion  by  the  municipal  laws  of  Mississippi, 
whose  rigorous  police  r^^ations  on  this  subject,  were  designed 
for  the  security  of  slave  owners  in  the  state,  against  the  dangers 
of  too  great  an  increase  of  free  negroes,  whose  example  and 
whose  means  too  of  sowing  the  seeds  of  mischief  of  insubordi- 
nation, perhaps  of  revolt,  amongst  the  slaves  in  their  neighbor- 
hood, was  very  justly  to  be  apprehended  and  guarded.  It  is  not 
the  policy  of  Mississippi  to  augment  her  slave  population.  In  her 
written  constitution,  she  has  spoken  her  will  in  unequivocal  lan- 
guage, and  the  fiat  there  made  of  her  future  policy  has  been 
seconded  by  the  sternest  legislative  sanctions. 
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As  thecifle  of  Hinds.  t>.  Bra^Bide  decided  the  deed  of  ercianei^ 
pation  to  be  void,  on  the  giouiid  that  it  was  to  be  considered  as  a 
^  deed  made  in  Mississippi,  so  the  case  so  much  rdied  on  by  the 
i^pellant  of  Haywood  v*  Oravens's  executors,.  2  N.  C.  Law  Rep. 
567,  decides  the  trust  created  by  the  will  in  that  caipe  to  be  void 
under  the  statute  of  North  Oarolioa,  where  the  tnist  was  to  be 
executed.  The  will  gave  certain  slares  to  the  ^xecotorsy  in  trusty 
to  have  them  emancipated  and  set  free  by  the  laws  of  that  state. 
But  by  the  laws  of  North  Carolina  the  executors  had.no  such 
power,  and^  as  it  was  a  bequest  of  emancipatipn,  to  iak0  ^ffeei , 
under  the  laws  of  die  state,  it  was  properly  enough  held  to  be 
void.  And  the  other  cases  will  be  found,  upon  examination,  to 
rdate  to  bequests  of  a  similar  character,  or  to  contracts  whose 
execution  are  forbidden  by  the  laws  <^  the  state.  I  have  not  been 
able  to  procure  all  the  cases  cited  by  the  counsel  for  the  appd-^ 
lants,  but  feel  satisfied,  from  the  principles  esteblished  in  those 
whidi  have  been  examined,  that  the  views  above  presented  am 
BLOC  shaken  in  any  of  them;  and  more  especially  since  they  are  so 
.fidly  snsteined  by  idie  eases  of  McCutehen  v.  Marshall.  8  Peters, 
286;  2  Call's  R.  319,  367;  8  Loii.  R.  476;  11  do.  499;  14  o.  410*^ 
6Yer.ll9;  7  do.  652.  . 

Beipg  thus  clearly  of  <^ion  that  the  trust  created  by  the  will 
of  the  testator  is  valid,  it  is  not  considered  necessary  to  examine 
the  other  questions  which  have  been  raised  on  the  argument 
The  decree  of  the  chancellor  must  be  affirmed,  with  costs  to  the 
iq[ypellees. 

Since  the  opinion  in  this  case  was  driivered,  I  have  met  widi 
the  case  of  Fra^  ei  al.  v.  Fraasier's  executors,  which  was  deci- 
ded by  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  South  Carolina,  as  late  as  the  year 
1836,  and  reported  in  2  Hill's  Ch.  R.  306.  The  identical  question 
which  was  raised  under  Mrs.  Reed's  will  arose  in  that;  was  fully 
discussed  at  the  bar,  and  received  the  most  carefur  examination  o( 
the  court,  who  held  the  trust  to  be  a  valid  one,  which  the  execu- 
tors might  be  compiled  to  execute. 

The  bequest  in  the  will  of  John  Frazier,  which  gave  rise  to  the 
controversy  between  the  heirs  and  the  executors,  was,,  that  the 
slaves  of  the  testetor  should  be  hired  out  during  the  life  time  of 
VOL.I.-69 
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his  widow,  and  that  after  her  death  the  whole  of  ihem  ahonld  he 
aet  free  hj  his  exocuton,  &c.  'The  interest  of  the  money  is  to 
enable  them,  with  the  assistance  of  government,  to  go  toSt.  Do- 
mingo, to  be  colonized,  or  to  any  port  that  they,  with  thegovem* 
ment,  may  choose."  Upon  the  death  of  the  widow  the  executois 
aeiaed  Ae  n^proes,  witfi  the  view  of  carrjring  the  will  into  efiect; 
anda  IhII  was  then  filed  by  the  next  of  kin,  claibung  the  ne- 
gfoea,  dec. 

The  act  of  1830,  ol  that  state,  prorides  ^'that  no  stave  diall  be 
emancipated  but  by  act  of  the  legislature."  The  court  say,  that, 
-alffaoogh  the  provision  is  general,  and  might  seem  to  prohibit 
emancipation,  out  <if  as  well  as  withih  the  state,  by  a  citia^  yet 
such  construction  woidd  be  manifestly  contrary  to  ihe  spirit  <rf'tfae 
law.  ^The  evil  was  the  increase  of  free  negroes  in  the  state  b^ 
emancipation."  'The  removal  of  slaves  belonging  to  citizens  <tf 
Ae  state,  and  their  emancipation  in  parts  beyond  her  territorial 
limits,  was  no  injury  to  her."  'It  will  not  be  denied,"  say  the 
oomt,  in  continuation,  ''that  the  owner  might  have  removed  his 
Steves  fiom  tfiis  state  at  any  moment  and  for  any  purpose  he 
pleased."  And  it  is  laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  to  which  there  is 
BO  exception,  unless  by  express  statutory  provision,  "that  the 
owner  of  property  may,  by  his  will,  direct  his  executors  to  dis- 
pose of  it  in  any  way  which  Ae  could." 

The  importance  of  the  case  to  the  parties  and  to  the  country, 
the  zeal  with  which  the  able  counsd  who  aigued  it  resisted  the 
conclusions  of  the  court,  as  well  as  the  agitation  it  has  prodnoed 
in  the  country,  are  the  reasons  which  have  induced  me  to  adduce 
this  superadded  authority  to  suf^ort  the  judgment  of  the  court 
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'  Ab  appUeAtbn  for  the  appointment  of  a  reeeiTer  ia  one  which  ia  addmaed  to  the 
aonnd  diacretion  of  the  court,  to  be  ezerdaed  ia  an  anxiliaiy  to  the  rttamment  of 
the  eoda  of  jnaCiee. 

In  order  toobCam  the  appointment  ef  a/aeeiter/the  phnntiff  nmat  ahow,  firal,  eitfaer 
that  he  haa  a  dear  right  to  the  property  itael^or  that  he  haa  aome  lien  npon  it^  or 
that  the  property  conatitutea  a  apeeial  fond  to  which  he  haa  a  right  to  reaort  for  the 
aaliafaction  of  hia  claim.  Secondly;  that  the  poaaeaaion  of  the  property  by  the  de- 
fendant waa  obtained  by  fraod,  or  that  the  property  itael(  or  the  income  ariaing  firom 
it,  ii  in  danger  of  loaa»  from  the  ncfleet,  waate,  nuaooodopt  or  inaolTency  of  the  de- 


A  purehaaer  of  redeatate  at  aberiff'a  aale  may  apply  to  the  chaaceOor  to  aet  aaide  m 
deed  of  the  property  ao  pnrchaeed,  which  had  been  made  to  defraud  the  jodgment 
creditor,  and  the  conrt  will  extend  to  the  pprchaaer  the  aame  remediea  and  meaaore 
of  relief  that  would  have  been  aflbrded  to  the  judgment  creditor  himaeld 

A  motion  to  appoint  a  recdTerwill  not  be  heard  until  the  defendant  haa  had  notioe,  if 
it  be  practicable  to  gi^  notice. 

This  bill  charges  that  Frederick  C.  Rose,  one  of  the  defendants, 
had  in  his  possession  a  large  estate,  consisting  of  town  lots,  in  the 
city>of  Jackson,  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  choses  in  action, 
and  money;  that  he  was  indebted  to  several  persons  in  a  large 
amount,  and  being  so  indebted,  he  designed  to  deCraud  his  credi- 
tors; that  in  pursuance  of  this  design,  on  the  6th  of  November, 
1839,  he  executed  his^  deed  to  Benjamin  Bose^  another  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  his  brother,  conveying  to  him,  purporting  to  be  for 
the  sum  of  nineteen  thousand  dollars,  the  lots  in  the  city  of  Jack^ 
son;  that  he  retained  the  possession  of  said  property;  and  as  a 
means  of  doing  so,  and  as  a  cover  for  the  fraud,  and  to  enable  the 
inid  F.  C.  Bose  to  carry  on  the  business,  and  to  have  the  sole  con- 
trol, and  management,  and  beneficial  interest  in  the  said  property, 
the  said  Benjamin  Rose,  on  the  2nd  of  December,  183$,  made  a 
power  of  attorney  to  him,  giving  him  a  general  and  unlimited 
power  to  transact  all  his  business,  and  to  use,  sell  or  dispose  of  the 
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property  at  his  will  and  pleasure.    That  under  colour  of  thb 
power  of  attorney,  said  Frederick  conducted  and  carried  on  an  ex- 
tensive business  in  buying  and  selling  various  articles,  and  partieii- 
larly  in  the'  purchase  of  cotton;  and  that  all  these  transactions 
were  carried  on  by  the  moncfy  of  said  Frederick  in  reality,  though 
he  professed  to  act  as  the  agent  of  said  Benjamin;  that  said  Ben- 
jamin is  a  yoimg  man,  recently  arrived  in  the  country,  scaicely 
able  to  speak  the  English  language;  that  he  was  very  poor,  had 
been  acting  in  the  capacity  of  a  clerk  for  his  brother,  was  depend- 
ant for  support  solely  upon  his  own  exertions  and  the  bounty  of 
his  brother,  and  had  no  means  of  his  own  whatever  to  have  en- 
abled him  to  become  the  purchaser  of  property  for  so  !aige  an 
amount;  and  that  this  pretended  sale  and  conveyance  of  the  prop- 
erty was  fraudulent,  and  designed  to  hinder  and  defraud  the 
creditors  of  s^id  Frederick.    That  by  virtue  of  several  executions, 
in  favor  of  Elihu  Shields,  Scott  &  Avery,  and  the  complainant, 
amounting  in  all  to  about  the  sum  6{  eight  or  nine  thousand  dol- 
lars, the  said  houses  and  lots  were  levied  on  and  sold  by  the 
'  sheriff  of  Hinds  county,  and  complainant  became  the  purchaser, 
and  received,  the  deed  of  the  sheriff,  for  the  same.    That  said 
Frederick,  as  the  pretended  agent  of  his  brother,  retains  the  pos- 
session of  said  property,  and  has  rented  out  the  same  to  various 
individuals,  and  is  receiving  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  same,  and 
refuses  to  relinquish  said  pretended  claim,  and  thereby  throws  a 
cloud  upon  the  title  o{  said  complainant,  and  who,  by  reason  d 
said  refusal,  is  compelled  to  submit  to  a  loss  of  the  rents  and 
profits  which  arise  from  the  said  houses  and  lots.    The  bill  pnys 
that  a  ^receiver  be  appointed  to  coUect  the  rents  and  profits  arising 
out  of  the  said  houses  and  lots,  during  the  pendency  of  this  sui^ 
to  hold  them  subject  to  the  order  of  die  court,  upon  its  deeision; 
to  keep  said  premises  in  repair,  and  rent  out  the  same;  and  also 
(hat  the  title  of  complainant  be  quieted,  and  he  be  put  in  posses- 
sion of  the  same,  &c. 

Upon  the  motion  to  appoint  a  receiver,  the  complainant  also 
produced  the  affidavits  of  E.  M.  Avery  and  William  H.  Eto 
who  certify  that  in  1839,  they  were  in  the  employment  of  said 
Frederick  C.  Rose,  as  clerks  in  his  store;  that  some  time  in 
October,  between  the  fifth  and  tenth,  Benjamin  Rose  came  also 
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into  the  Employment  of  his  brother,  who  had  accidentally  met  him 
ts  he  wQat  on  to  the  north  to  purchase  goods;  that  Frederick  had 
to  purchase  clothes  and  pay  his  expenses  to  this  state;-  that  they 
had  every  opportunity  of  knowing  about,  the  circumstances  of 
said  Benjamin,  and  that  he  had  no  means  whatever  of  his  own; 
that  he  never  spok^  of  any  nloney  that  he  had,  nor  did  they 
know  of  any  money  ever  having  passed  from  said  Benjamin  to 
said  Frederick,,  fbr  said  houses  and  lots;  and  that  they  are  confi- 
dent no  such  suni  of  money,  as  nineteen  thousand  dolIarSs,  could 
h^ve  passed  without  their  knowing  it.  Notice  of  the  motion  to 
appoint  a  receiver  was  also  given. 

Rucks  and  Yergees  for  motion  to  appoint  a  receiver. 
.  1.  One  of  the  heads  of  jurisdiction  in  a  court  of  equity  is,  to 
protect  property  pending  litigation  in  a  court  of  law,  and  it  neces- 
sarily follows,  that  upon  a  piroper  casfe,  a  court  of  equity  will  pro- 
tect property  pending  litigation  before  itself,  by  the  appointment  of 
a  receiver.  Stillwell  v.  Williams,  6  Mad.  Rep.  38.  The  question, 
then,  to  which  I  will  direct  the  attention  of  the  court  is,  whether 
the  for^^ing  presents  a  proper  case  for  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver?  ' 

The  exercise  of  the  right  to  appoint  a  receiver,  rests  in  the 
sound  discretion  of  the  court,  and  in  a  case  where  it  must  seem  fit 
and  reasonable  that  some  indifferent  person,  under  approved  secu- 
rity, shoiild  receive  the,  issues  and  profits,  for  the  greater  safety  of 
all  the  parties  concerned.  Verplank  v.  Caines  and  Wife,  1  John. 
Ch.  Rep.  67;  2  Sto.  Eq.  133;  3  Atk.  564.  And  the  true  principle 
which  should  govern  the  court  in  the  exercise  of  such  a  discretion, 
is  that  the  fund  is  in  danger.  Hopk.  Rep.  459.  We  contend  that 
this  is  a  case  where  the  fund  is  in  danger,  and  is  therefore  a  proper 
subject  upon  which  a  court  of  equity  should  exercise  this  power. 
It  is  one  given  for  a  valuable  and  important  purpose,  to  aid  a  party 
who  has  rights,  that  he  cannot  obtain  immediately,  and  which  are 
likely  to  be  destroyed,  if  not  restrained.  The  W\  charges  that 
the  defendant  has  been  guilty  of  a  fraud  in;  the  transfer  of  his 
property;  and  the  jfacts  stated  in  the  bill,  and  sworn  to,  establish  a 
most  glaring  and  palpable  case  of  fraud.  A  receiver  will  be  ap* 
pointed  in  cases  where  a  fraud  is  shown,  and  the  fund  is  in  danger 

59» 
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of  bang  wasted.  1  Moll  Rep.  27,  cited;  3  Har.  k  Bar.  Eq.  Dig. 
567.  And  there  are  cases  where  the  court  will, '  before  answer, 
^>point  a  ^receiver,  upon  affidavit,  in  cases  of  fraud,  comfajned 
with  danger  to  the  property.  2  Mad.  Chan.  233;  16  Yes.  Bepi 
69;  3  Mer.  Rep.  697;  Tan  v.  Barnett,  2  Bro.  Ch.  Cas.  158;  13 
Yes.  106,  Huguenin  v.  Basely;  lUd,  266,  Middleton  v.  Dodswell; 
18  Yes.  283,  Duckworth  «.  Trafford;  1  Ball  ifc  Beatty,  Hagnire  v. 
Allen.  There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  grossest  fraud  beiDg  com- 
mitted in  the  case  before  the  court  In  all  the  ciicumstanoes  con- 
nected with  the  transaction,  the  indicia^  which  are  laid  down  in 
the  books,  are  discoverable.  The  indebtedness  of  the  party,  tbe 
conveyance  to  a  brother — that  brother  poor,  and  unable  to  pay  the 
amount— keeping  possession  of  the  property  and  uaang  it  as  bis 
own,  under  a  pretended  power  of  attorney,  the  receipt  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  houses,— present  a  case  of  fraud  so  strong)  that 
the  most  sceptical  cannot  doubt  of  the  intention  with  vhidi  the 
pgoperty  was  transferred  from  Frederick  to  Benjamin  Rose. 

In  cases  of  elegit ^  and  conflicting  legul  and  equitable  debts  and 
rights  upon  the  estate,  it  is  a  common  course  to  appoint  a  iecei?er 
for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned.  2  Stor.  Eq.  131;  1  Swanst  ^ 
83;  2  lb.  125.  And  in  cases,  also,  where  an  estate  is  held  by  a 
party  under  a  title  obtained  by  fraud,  either  actual  or  constroc- 
tive,  a  receiver  will  be  appointed.  2  Stor.  Eq.  136;  13  Yes.  lOS; 
6  Madd.  Rep.  48;  8.  C.  Jacob's  Rep.  280. 

But  it  is  not  unfrequent  for  a  bill  quia  /tm^/ to  ask  for  tbe 
appointment  of  a  receiver  against  a  party  who  is  rigfatfiilly  in  pos- 
session, or  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  fund,  where  the  facts 
alleged  and  proved  show  that  there  has  been  an  abuse  of  the  fond; 
tfiat  there  is  some  loss  or  probable  loss  of  the  fund;  or  a  waste  ff 
misapplication  of  them;  or  there  is  danger,  from  the  bankrnptcf, 
insolvency,  or  personal  fmud  or  misconduct  of  the  party,  eqoitf 
will  withdraw  it,  and  place  it  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver.  2  Stor. 
Eq.  136;  Jer.  Eq.  Juris.  174,  249,  260.  See  Edwards  f.  Gen- 
shaw,  1  MeCord^  Chan.  Rep.  2S4,  for  a  case  where  a  receiver  w 
appointed. 

2.  The  court  will  appoint  a  receiver  before  answer,  upon  affida- 
vit, whenever  the  fond  is  in  danger.  13  Yes. Rep. 266;  16Ihfi^ 
18  lb.  283;  4  Price's  ExcRep.  346;  2  Bio.Ch.  Cases^  IN]  ^^ 
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and  Walk.  Rep.  6S27;  or  vrh&te  joi^ice  requires  it,  ^d  the  merits 
appear  by  aflMavit.  1  Smith's  Chan.  Prac.  630.  See  2  Jac.  and 
Walk.  236,  Boehm  v.  Wood. 

In  the  case  of  Bloodgood  v.  Clark,  4  Paige's  Ch.  Rep.  676,  the 
chancellor  says,  ^  The  vice  chancellor  was  wrong  in  supposing, 
that  a  receiver  could  not  be  appointed,  until  after  the  defendants 
had  put  in  their  answer.  By  the  ancient  practice  of  the  court  of 
chancery  in  England,  a  receiver  was  not  appointed  until  after  the 
coming  in  of  defendant's  answer.  This  practice  appears  to  have 
been  first  broken  in  upon  by  Lord  Apsley,  in  1773;  and  Lord  Ken- 
yon,  the  .master  of  the  rolls,  appointed  a  receiver,  before  answer, 
in  the  case  of  Tan  v.  Bameit,  in  1787,  2  Bro.  Ch.  Cas.  167."  The 
chancellor  continues,  ''And  it  af^iears  to  be  well  settled,  bbth  here 
and  in  England,  that  a  receiver  may  be  appointed  before  answer, 
if  the  complainant  can  satisfy  the  court  that  he  has  an  equitaUe 
daim  to  the  property  in  controversy,  and  that  a  receiver  is  neee»- 
sary  to  preserve  the  same  from  loss.  In  the  case  of  creditors'  billsi 
(of  which  the  case  was  one,)  where  the  return  of  the  execution 
unsatisfied  presupposes  that  the  property  of  the  defendant,  if  any 
he  hAS,  will  be  misapplied,  and  entitles  the  complainant  to  an 
injunction  in  the  first  instance,  it  seems  to  be  almost  a  matter  of 
course,  to  appoint  a  receiver  to  collect  and  preserve  the  property 
during  the  litigation.  And  where  the  sworn  bill  of  the  complain- 
ant shows  that  he  has  an  equitable  right  to  all  the  funds  and  prop- 
erty <^  the  defendant  to  satisfy  his  debt,  if  die  right  of  the  com- 
plainant is  not  denied  by  the  defendant,  in  answer  to  the  ajiplicar 
tion  for  a  receiver,  there  can  be  no  good  reason  why  the  complain- 
ant should  not  have  a  receiver  aj^inted  to  preserve  the  property 
from  waste  or  loss."  The  bill  in  the  present  case  is  in  the  natuie 
of  a  creditor's  bill,  indeed  it  is  one.  It  is  brought  for  the  purpose 
of  quieting  the  title  of  the  complainant,  and  ripening  that  which 
is  now  an  imperfect  or  equitable  title  into  a  legal  one,  by  the  action 
of  this  court.  It  shows  the  indebtedness  of  the  defendant;  the 
fraud  by  which  he  attempts  to  evade  the  payment  of  the  debt;  the 
equitable  title  which  he  has  in  the  property,  by  virtue  of  the  sale, 
under  the  execution,  until  the  decision  of  the  court  shall  deter- 
mine in  whom  the  legal  title  shall  vest,  under  the  sale  made  to 
Benjamin  Rose.    The  bill  is  sworn  to,  the  complainuUi  has  not 
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denied  although  he  has  notice,  the  right  of  the  complainant  to  the 
property  for  the  satis&ction  of  his  debt.  The  fraud  practised  by 
the  defendant,  and  the  danger  of  the  loss  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  property,  if  a  receiver  is  not  appointed,  and  the  lapginage 
and  reasoning  of  the  chancellor,  in  the  case  cited,  will  ap{dy  in  all 
their  force  to  the  present  case. 

3.  The  appointment  of  a  receiver  does  not  involve  a  decision 
upon  any  right  which  either  party  may  have  in  the  property.  It 
can  only  be  made  at  the  instance  of  a  party  who  has  an  acknow- 
ledged interest  or  a  strong  presumption  of  title  in  himsdf  alone,  or 
in  common  with  others,  and  where  the  property  itself,  or  its  rents 
and  profits,  are  in  danger  of  being  materially  injured,  or  totally 
lost.  Tur.  and  Russ.  Rep.  422,  cited  3  Har.  and  Bar.  555,  pi.  20; 
2  Stor.  Eq.  133;  3  Atk.  564.  If)  upon  the  coming  in  of  the  answer, 
the  conveyance  from  Frederic  to  Benjamin  Rose  should  be  de- 
clared an  honest  and  bona  fide  one,  no  injury  will  result  to  the 
defendants  from  the  appointment.  If  on  the  other  hand  it  should 
be  decreed  to  be  fraudulent,  as  we  conceive  it  must  be  from  the 
&ct8  sworn  to,  it  would  be  right  and  equity  that  he  should  have 
the  benefit  of  that  power  vested  in  a  court  of  equity,  without 
which  he  could  not  secure  that  which  justly  belonged  to  him,  and 
which  would  otherwise  be  to  him  a  total  loss. 

Wm.  Thompson,  contra. 

The  bill  alleges  that  Frederic  C.  Rose,  for  the  purpose  of  de* 
franding  his  creditors,  made  a  pretended  sale  of  a  large  real  estate 
to  his  brother  Benjamin  Rose;  that  judgments  were  afterwards  ob- 
tained and  sales  made  by  the  sheriff  by  virtue  of  executions  issued 
thereon,  and  that  the  complainant  became  the  purchaser  of  the 
property  which  had  thus  been  conveyed  from  said  Frederic  C.  to 
Benjamin  Rose.  Complainant  files  his  deed.  Bill  states  that  the 
property  bad  been  rented  by  Frederic  C.  Rose  under  a  pretended 
power  of  attorney  from  Benjamin  Rose;  that  he  the  said  Frederic 
is  receiving  the  rents  and  applying  diem  to  his  own  use. 

Bill  prays  that  the  deeds  from  Frederic  C.  Rose  to  Benjamin 
Rose  may  be  cancelled,  and  the  title  of  the  complainant  be  cleared 
of  the  cloud  which  hangs  over  it  by  the  alleged  fraudulent  con- 
veyance, and  that  a  receiver  be  appointed  to  take  possession  of  the 
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property  and  receive  the  rents;  alkging  for  rqaaons  stated  in  the 
bill  that  the  rents  will  be  lost  if  said  Frederic  C.  Rose  or  Benjamin 
ate  allowed  to  collect  them. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  case  made  out  by  the  bill  and  affi- 
davits falls  within  any  one  class  of  cases  in  w;hich  the  court  of 
chancery  will  ajppoint  a  reeeiyer.  It  is  contended  for  the  defend- 
ants that  it  does  not 

Judge  Story,  in  the  second  volume  of  his  Commentaries^  poges 
Idl,  132,  speaking  of  bill  quia  timet  and  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver,  says  that  ''it  may  be  granted  in  any  case  of  equitable 
property  upon  suitable  circumstances."  ^  See  his  illustrations  and 
examples.  The  present  case  does  not  fall  under  that  class.  At 
page  136  of  the  same  volume,  Judge  Story  says,  "  We  have  seen, 
that  in  cases  of  elegit  and  conflicting  l^;al  and  equitable  debts 
and  Tighp  upon  the  estate,  it  is  a  common  course  to  appoint  a 
receiver  for  the  ben^t  of  all  concerned." 

The  present  does  not  fall  under  that  class  of  cases.  At  page 
136,  the  author  says,  ''But  it  is  not  infrequent  for  a  bill  quia  timet 
to  ask  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  against  a  party  who  is 
rightfully  in  possession,  or  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  fund, 
or  has  to  interest  in  its  due  administration.  In  such  cases  courts 
of  equity  will  pay  a  just  respect  to  such  legsl  and  equitable  rights 
and  interests  of  the  possessor  of  the  fund,  and  will  not  withdraw 
it  from  him  by  the  appointment  of  a  recdver,  unless  the  facts 
averred  and  established  in  proof,  show  that  there  has  been  an 
abuse  or  a  danger  of  abuse  on  his  part.  For  the  rule  of  such 
courts  is,  not  to  displace  a  bona  fide  possessor  from  any  of  the 
jiist  rights  attached  to  his  title,  unless  there  be  some  just,  equitable 
gtound  for  interference.  This  princi|de  may  be  easily  illustrated 
in  the  common  case  of  executors  and  administrators.  They  are 
by  law  entrusted  with  authority  to  collect  and  administer  the 
assets  of  the  deceased  party,  and  courts  of  equity  will  not  inter- 
fere with  their  management  and  administration  of  such  assets 
upon  slight  grounds."  By  adverting  to  the  words  of  the  author 
more  fully  than  to  be  seen  in  the  above  extract,  it  will  be  discov- 
ered that,  taking  the  principle  stated  and  examples  and  illustra- 
tions given  by  him,  the  present  case  before  the  chancelbr  is  not 
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emfaraced  in  the  last  above  class  of  caaes  stated  by  Judge  Story, 
nor  affected  by  the  principle  intended  by  faim  to  be  illnstnted. 

Judge  Story,  after  statinj^^  various  other  cases  in  which  a  coon 
of  equity  will  interfere,  none  of  which  cases  are  analogous  to  the 
present,  says,  at  page  140^  ^^The  preceding  remarks  are  prioei- 
pally,  but  not  exclusively,  iq>plicable  to  cases  ci  equitable  prop- 
erty, and  whether  the  right  of  enjoj^ent  thereof  be  \aeaaiXf  or 
future,  or  contingent    In  regard  to  l^gal  property,  it  is  obrioos 
that  where  the  right  of  enjoym^t  is  present,  the  legal  remedies 
will  generally  be  found  sufficient  for  the  {ffotection  and  vindica- 
tion of  that  right    Bat  where  the  right  of  enjoyment  is  future  or 
contingoit,  the  party  entitled  is  often  without  any  adequate  reme- 
dy at  law  for  any  injury  which  he  may,  ia  the  mean  time,  sustain 
by  the  loss,  destruction  or  deterioraticm  of  the  property  in  the 
hands  of  the  party  who  is  in  the  present  possession  of  it   Thufl^ 
for  instance,  if  personal  property  should  be  given  by  a  will  to  A 
&r  life,  and  after  his  death  to  B,  there  is,  as  we  have  seen,  at  law, 
no  remedy  to  secure  the  legacy  to  B,  whether  it  be  of  specific 
chattels,  or  of  a  pecuniary  nature.    At  page  142,  treating  of  the 
same  subject,  he  says^  ''In  all  cases  of  this  sort,  where  th^isa 
future  right  of  enjoyment  of  personal  property,  courts  of  equity 
will  interpose  and  grant  relief  upon  a  bill  yuta  timet ^  ivbere  there 
is  any  danger  of  loss  or  deterioration  or  injury  to  it  in  the  hands 
of  the  party  entitled  to  the  present  possession.    We  have  already 
had  occasion  to  take  notice  of  the  manner  in  which  this  lemedial 
jurisdiction  is  applied  in  cases  of  legacies,  whether  pecuniary  or 
specific,  and  whether  vested  or  contingent    The  same  doctime  is 
apptied  to  cases  of  annuities  charged  on  the  personal  estate.'' 

The  doctrine  in  Ae  above  cases,  it  is  apprdiended,  has  no  ap- 
plication to  the  ease  under  .consideration,  which  is  a  ccmtest  be- 
tween two  adverse  l^al  titles. 

The  foregoing  is  a  notice  of  the  principle  of  appointing  receiv- 
ers, which  comes  nearest  the  present  case,  but  stQl  steers  clear  of 
it,  as  noticed  by  Judge  Story,  except  one  class  that  he  namec 
and  which  will  be  noticed.  At  page  136  of  his  w^k  he  says,  ^ 
cases  also  where  an  estate  is  held  by  a  party  under  a  tide  ob- 
tained by  fraud,  actual  or  constructive,  a  receiver  will  be  ap- 
pointed."   It  was  believed  upon  reading  the  above  paiagrtph  that 
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i  the  author  aUudad  to  cases  betw^een  vendor  and  vendee,  where 

i  the  title  was  obtained  by  fraud  and  imposition  on  the  grantor,  and 

i  not  to  adverse  titles,  ushers  the  def<»idant  does  not  claim  from  the 

!i  comi^ainant.    Judge  Story  refers  to  the  case  of  Hugonin  v.  Base- 

i;  ly,  13  Yes.  106;  Stillwell  t;.  Williams,  6  Madd.  R.  48;  Jacob's  IL 

i  2B0;  and  upon  the  examination  of  these  cases,  it  would  seem  that 

n  counsel  were  correct  in  their  understanding  of.  the  doctrine  laid 

j.  down  as  above. 

Hag<Kiin  v.  Basely,  13  Yes.  104.  The  case  xipresented  by 
this  bill  was,  that  the  plaintiff,  Mrs.  Ht^nin,  being  entitled 
to  an  estate  in  Jamaica,  in  fee  simple,  within  three  months 
after  her  return  from  the  West  Indies,  being  then  a  widow, 
executed  a  conveyance  to  the  defendant,  who  was  a  clergy- 
man, in  fee  simple,  subject  to  the  payment  of  m  annuity  of 
four  hundred  pounds,  to  herself  ifor  life.  A  letter  to  the  solici- 
tors, who  were  in  possession  of  the  title  deeds,  admitted  by  the 
defendant  to  have  been  written  by  him,  but  from  her  dictation, 
lamented  her  destitute  situation  by  the  death  of  her  husband ;  and 
statmg  that  providence  had  sent  her  a  friend  to  manage  her  affiurs 
to  advantage,  concluded  with  a  direction  to  deliver  up  the  deeds  to, 
and  to  settle  her  accounts  with  the  defendant. 

Upon  a  motion  for  a  receiver,  the  Lord  Chancellor  said  he  had 
no  doubt  of  the  jurisdiction  to  appoint  a  receiver,  but  did  not  ap- 
point one. 

The  case  of  Stillwell  v.  Williams,  6  Madd.  Rep.  38.  The  sti^ 
ment  is,  ^' where,  jxpoia  the  answer  there  is  strong  presumi^tion 
against  the  title  of  the  defendant  impeached  by  the  bQl,  the  court 
will  grant  a  receiver.''  The  bill  was  filed  to  set  aside  a  sale  joiade 
by  the  plaintiff's  ancestor,  to  the  deviser  of  the  defendants,  on  the 
ground  of  imposition  and  advantage  taken  of  ignorance  and  dis- 
tress. The  fects  shewed  a  strong  case  of  fraud  and  imposition, 
and  the  vice  diancdlor  appointed  a  receiver. 

The  case  of  Stillwell  v.  Wilkins^  has  this  stat^nent  '^  On  a 
bill  to  set  aside  a  purchase,  the  answer  of  the  defendants,  the  de- 
visees of  the  purchaser,  admitting  great  inadequacy  of  price,  and 
stating  their  ignorance  as  to  other  circumstances  oi  fraud  idleged, 
a  receiver  appointed."  This  bill  was  filed  in  1816.  Jacob's  Be- 
ports,  280. 
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The  Lord  Chancellor  said,  in  giving  his  opinimi,  ^'the  point 
that  struck  me  was,  whether  on  a  bill  to  impeach  a  sale  ibr  teod, 
Che  court  interposes  so  strongly  brfore  the  hearing,  as  to  lake  away 
the  possession  from  perscms  holding  it  under  the  ^Esctof  deedt 
not  yet  set  aside  by  a  decree  of  the  court ;  and  I  put  it  tolfr.  fioo- 
pell  to  tell  me  whether  he  could  find  toy  such  case.  *  *  •  * 
I  am  ready  to  admit  that  I  do  not  remember  any  instance  of  a  re- 
ceiver being  so  appointed ;  but  still  the  question  is,  whethei  Iheie 
may  not  be  a  ease  where  it  oi^ht  to  be  done.  If  the  case  stated 
be  true,  and  it  is  more  Aan  probable  that  it  is  true,  the  inadequacjr 
was  so  monstrous,  the  situation  of  the  young^man,  and  the  stateof 
his  intellect  were  such,  that  it  is  hardly  possiUe  to  suppose  that 
the  transaction  can  stand,  and  I  think,  thereibre,  that  this  is  a  case 
where  such  an  order  may  be  made,  though  it  is  not  the  geoenl 
habit  of  the  court."  The  case  is  in  Condensed  Reports,  vd.  4^  131. 
In  the  first  oi  the  foregoing  three  cases,  to  wit :  Hi^win  u 
Basely,  the  bill  was  filed  by  the  vendor  against  the  vendee^  to  set 
aside  a  conveyance  alleged  to  have  been  obtained  by  inqnsitioD 
and  fraud. 

The  second  case  was  (Stiilwell  v.  Williams,)  a  bill  filed  to  set 
a»de  a  sale  made  by  the  plaintiff's  ancestor  to  the  deviser  of  die 
defendant's,  on  the  ground  of  imposition  and  advantage  taken  of 
ignorance  and  distress.  The  facts  shewed  a  stmng  ease  of  fraud 
and  imposition,  and  the  vice  chancellor  appointed  a  receiver.  The 
parties  h^re  on  their  respective  sides,  represented  those  engaged  in 
the  original  transaction,  and  were  volunteers  under  them,  so  the 
case  in  principle  is  precisdy  like  the  one  abovB,  of  Hugooia  v. 
Basely. 

The  third  and  last  case  cited  by  the  judge,  tbe  case  of  Stillwdl 
iz.  Wtlkins,  Ti'as  a  bill  filed  to  set  aside  a  sale  for  fraud  and  imposi- 
tion. Ther6  was  great  inadequacy  of  price;  the  bill  Tvas  filed 
against  the  devisees  of  the  purchaser  ]  it  was  «  case  between  the 
original  parties  in  the  contract,  or  volunteers  under  them. 

The  cases,  then,  cited  by  Judge  Story,  establish  what  ve  con- 
tend was  his  meaning  when  he  said,  'In  cases,  also,  where  an 
estate  is  held  by  a  party  under  a  title  obtained  by  fimud,  actual  or 
constructive,  a  receiver  will  be  appointed,"  to  wit  AaX  the  princi- 
ple applied  to  the  vendor  and  vendee,  and  not  to  the  case  of  ad- 
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verse  titles.  If  a  bill  had  been  filed  (and  a  motion  for  a  receiver 
made)  to  set  the  contract  of  sale  aside  between  Frederick  C.  Rose 
and  Benj.  F.  Rose,  on  ground  that  Benj.  F.  had  taken  advantage 
of  the  ignorance,  distress,  &c.  of  Frederick  C,  and  obtained  the 
jconveyance  fraudulently  in  this  way,  then,  and  then  oi^ly,  the 
authorities  cited  by  Judge  Story  would  apply.  And  I  do  not 
understand  the  judge  as  intending  to  advance  a  different  opinion. 
The  bill  in  the  case  of  Stillwell  v,  Wilkins,  Jacobs'  Rep.  280, 
was  filed  as  late  ds  1816,  and  we  hear  the  lord  chancellor  stating 
his  readiness  to  admit  that  he  knew  of  no  precedent  for  such  an 
order  as  the  one  asked  for,  and  inquiring  of  the  solicitor  whether 
he  could  find  any  such  case.  This  certainly  proves  the  great 
reluctance  of  the  English  chancellor  to  "interpose  so  strongly  be- 
fore the  hearing  as  to  take  aWay  the  possession  from  persons  hold- 
ing it  under  the  effects  of  deeds  not  yet  set  aside  by  a  decree  of 
the  court." 

The  chancellor,  not  knowing  of  any  precedent,  seemed  disposed 
to  make  one;  and  mark  the  strong  ground  on  which  he  based  his 
opinion:  **If  the  case  stated  (he  says)  be  true — and  it  is  more  than 
probable  that  it  is  true — the  inadequacy  was  so  monstrous,  the 
situation  of  the  young  man,  and  the  state  of  his  intellect  were 
such,  that  it  is  hardly  possible  to  suppose  that  the  transaction  can 
stand." 

The  above  was  a  strong  case  of  fraud  and  imposition  practised 
upon  the  vendor. 

In  Haddock's  Ch.  2d  vol.  p.  187,  top,  it  is  said,  "Nor  is  it  usual 
to  appoint  a  receiver  before  answer;  but  there  are  several  cases 
where  the  court  will,  before  answer,  appoint  a  receiver  upon  affi- 
davits, as  in  cases  of  fraud,  combined  with  danger  to  the  property, 
or  where  a  defendant  absconds  to  avoid  being  served  with  pro- 
cess." 

The  author,  on  the  first  branch  of  the  above  proposition,  cites 
Loyd  V.  Passingham,  16  Vesey,  69;  Vann  v.  Bamett,  2  Bro.  C.  C. 
152;  Hugonin  v.  Basely,  13  Vesey,  108;  Middleton  v.  Dodswell, 
13  Vesey,  266. 

The  case  of  Loyd  v.  Passingham,  16  Ves.  69,  was  the  case  of 
one  claiming  to  be  heir,  who  filed  his  bill  impeaching  a  verdict  in 
ejectment,  by  which  the  marriage  of  the  ancestor  of  complainant 
Vol.  L— 60 
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with  Elizabeth  Taylor,  ancestor  of  defendant,  was  establishei 
The  ground  of  impeachment  was  the  allegation  of  fraud  and  for- 
gery in  obtaining  the  verdict*  affidavits  of  persons  concerned  in 
the  transaction  were  offered.  The  motion  was  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver. 

Mr.  Richards  and  others,  for  the  motion,  contended  that  there 
were  several  instances  of  appointments  of  receivers  upon  a  legal 
title,  upon  strong  gromid  of  firaud,  and  cited  several  authorities. 

Sir  Samuel  Romilly  and  others  contended  that  ''this  applica- 
tion for  a  receiver  is  perfectly  new.'' 

The  lord  chancellor  refused  the  motion,  under  the  ciitomslan- 
ces  of  the  case.  He  observed,  ''With  regard  to  application  for  a 
receiver.  Lord  Kenyon,  in  the  case  of  Yann  v.  Bamett,  2Bto.C.C. 
168,  said,  'he  could  not  have  granted  that  motion  upon  the  aida- 
vits  produced  in  support  of  it,  but  the  defendant  having  been  im- 
prudent enough  to  make  an  affidavit  in  answer,  the  court  proceed- 
ed on  that.'  And  I  (continues  the  chancellor)  can  conceive  a  case 
in  which  the  court  may  so  proceed.  Suppose  an  agreement  for  i 
mortgage,  by  an  absolute  conve3rance,  with  covenant  for  redemp- 
tion, by  a  collateral  instrument,  the  mortgagee  being  at  the  time 
tenant  in  possession,  and,  having  obtained  the  conveyance,  he 
refuses  to  execute  the  defeasance,  and  that,  besides  holding  the 
possession,  it  was  proved  further  that  he  meant  to  cut  timber,  cm 
it  be  maintained  that,  as  he  could  not,  before  the  cause  oould  be 
heard,  be  reduced  to  a  mortgagee  on  parchment,  this  court  wodd 
not,  upon  proof  of  such  a  fraud,  interpose,  by  granting  a  receiver? 
The  fWtud  must  rise  so  high  as  almost  to  compel  the  court  \o  do 
what  is,  I  admit,  a  very  strong  act." 

The  attention  of  the  chancellor  to  the  opinion  of  the  lord  chan- 
cellor at  length,  in  the  foregoing  case,  is  invited,  by  which  the 
great  reluctance  in  granting  the  motion  for  a  receiver,  in  cases 
similar  to  the  one  above,  will  be  seen.  He  speaks  of  their  being 
granted,  and  a  receiver  appointed,  only  in  extreme  cases  of  fitod 
and  imposition — imposition,  of  course,  practised  on  the  gtantor, 
not  a  case  analogous  to  the  one  under  consideration* 

There  is  a  notice  of  the  case  of  Loyd  v.  Passiogham  in  3 
Merivale,  696.  The  statement  of  the  case  is,  "The  defendants 
being  ia  possession  under  a  legal  title,  the  motion  was  (noade  for 
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I  a  receiver)   refused  upon  the, ground,  that  although  cases  of 

1  fraud,  combined  with  danger  to  the  property,  might  arise  as  to 

r  ^  which  a  court  of  equity  would  interpose  upon  affidavits,  yet  the 

^  court  always  reluctantly  interferes  against  the  legal  title,  and  only 

in  a  case  of  fraud,  clearly  proved,  and  of  immipent  danger  if  the 
intermediate  possession  should  not  be  taken  imder  the  care  of  the 
court.  "And  now"  continues  the  report,  "the  motion  was  again  re- 
newed upon  the  effect  of  the  evidence  taken  in  the  cause,  and  the 
lord  chancellor  refused  to  hear  it  before  hearing  the  cause." 
The  next  case  cited  by  Haddocks  in  his  text,  that  the  court 
,  will,  before  answer,  "appoint  a  receiver  upon  affidavits,  as  in  cases  of 

]  fraud,  combined  with  danger  to  the  property,"  is  the  case  of  Vann 

tj.  Bamett,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  158.  That  case  is  simply  this:  "Mr. 
Scott  moved,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  for  an  injunction  to  re- 
strain defaidant,  to  whom  the  plaintiff's  estates  had  been  con- 
veyed in  trust  to  pay  debts  by  sale,  d&c.  £rom  selling,  and  that  a 
receiver  might  be  appointed,  upon  very  strong  affidavits ;  the  de- 
fendant's answer  was  not  come  in,  but  he  having  made  an  affida- 
vit in  answer  to  those  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  his  honor  took 
that  to  amount  to  an  appearance,  and  granted  the  motion." 

The  case  of  Hugonin  v.  Basely,  13  Yes.  105,  was  thjB  case  also 
cited  by  judge  Story,  which,  has  already  been  commented  on. 

The  case  of  Middleton  v.  Dodswell,  13  Yes.  266,  was  a  case 
against  an  executor,  the  co-executor  consenting  to  the  order.  As  to 
the  power  and  practice  of  the  court  in  appointing  receivers,  upon 
proper  cases,  against  trustees  and  administrators  and  executors 
who  are  trustees,  no  one  doubts.     . 

Upon  a  review,  then,  of  the  cases  refi^rred  to  by  Maddocks,  it 
seems  that,  as  far  as  they  have  any  analogy  whatever  to  the  case 
before  the  court,  they  were  cases,  where  the  title  had  been  ob- 
tained by  fraud  and  imposition  on  those  from  whom  the. title  waa 
obtained.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  heir  to  set  aside  a  will  ob- 
tained by  fraud  and  imposition,  upon  strong  ground  shown,  a 
receiver  will  be  appointed;  but  the  present  is  not  a  case  of  that 
character. 

Counsel  have  seen  references  to  other  cases  in  the  English 
books,  in  which  receivers  have  been  appointed,  but  have  not  been 
able  to  find  the  authorities.    They  conclude,  however,  from  the 
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discussion  which  the  cases  already  referred  to  underwent,  by  the 
bar  and  court,  that  no  authorities  can  be  produced  canyiog  the 
settled  principle  of  appointing  receivers  further  than  it  was  recog^ 
nized  and  in  some  degree  established  by  the  decision  in  those 
cases.  The  counsel  have  examined  to  some  extent  the  American 
authorities,  but  have  found  no  case  bearing  directly  upon  the  pres- 
ent question. 

As  noticed  before,  Story,  at  page  140  of  the  same  vol.  says,  "In 
regard  to  legal  property,  it  is  obvious  that  where  the  right  of  en- 
joyment is  present,  the  l^al  remedies  will  generally  be  found  suf- 
ficient for  the  protection  and  vindication  of  that  right.''  Now  if 
the  right  of  complainant  is  superior  to  that  of  Benjamin  F.  Rose, 
the  grantee,  what  obstacle  is  there  in  the  way  of  his  1^1  remedy? 
Can  he  not  institute  his  action  of  ejectment  inmiediately  against 
the  tenants,  who  are  bound,  both  by  law  and  good  faith  to  hold 
possession  for  their  landlord,  and  refuse  to  attorn  to  another. 

Can  it  be  said  that  if  the  conveyance  to  Benjamin  Rose  be 
fraudulent,  and  they  rented  bona  fidt^  like  a  bona  fide  porchaser 
of  the  estate,  they  hold  it  during  their  term  stript  of  the  fraud? 
We  conceive  not.  The  tenant  holds  for  the  landlord;  his  posses- 
sion is  the  possession  of  the  landlord;  their  interest  quo  ad  hoc  is 
inseparable;  and  if  the  landlord  is  not  entitled  to  possession  the 
tenant  cannot  be  in  a  better  condition;  the  stream  cannot  rise 
higher  than  the  source  whence  it  flows. 

We  do  not  question  the  right  of  complainant  in  the  mean  time 
to  apply  to  the  court  of  chancery  upon  the  subject  of  the  alleged 
fraudulent  conveyance.  Our  argument  is,  that  neither  necessity, 
principle,  nor  precedent,  call  for  the  appointment  of  a  receJTer, 
and  if  it  can  be  done  here,  so  can  it  be  done  in  every  case  where 
an  action  of  ejectment  has  been  instituted,  and  a  bill  filed  showing 
strong  grounds  to  befieve  a  recovery  must  eventually  be  obtained- 

John  B.  Forester,  contra. 

A  receiver  will  not  be  appointed  against  the  legal  title,  except, 
in  the  language  of  Lord  Eldon,  16  Ves.  70,  where  the  court  are 
morally  sure  that  on  the  hearing  the  party  would  be  turned  outoi 
possession,  and  that  the  intermediate  rents  and  profits  are  in  dan- 
ger.   The  court  in  that  case,  in  reviewing  the  case  of  Van  v.  Bar- 
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nett,  2  Bro.  C.  G.  158,  says^  that  the  receiver  was  not  appointed  in 
that  case  on  the  affidavits  produced  in  support  of  the  motion,  but 
on  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant.  16  Yesey,  66,  mai;ginal  page,  re- 
ferred in  13  Yes.  106.  In  England,  all  the  cases  are  those  of  con- 
tract between  the  parties,  or  abused  trust  and  confidence  as  an 
attorney,  &c.  or  contests  between  the  heirs;  and  in  the  only  case 

1  find  of  the  latter  kind,  the  reqsiver  was  refused,  and  in  most  of 
the  cases  the  court  relies  much  on  the  answers  of  defendant.  In 
Mordltnt  v.  Hooper,  Ambl.  311,^  the  case  is  so  imperfectly  reported 
that  none  of  the  &cts  appear,  but  the  answer  of  the  defendant 
was  in,  and  the  co\irt  declares  the  general,  principle  that  strong 
evidence  of  title  must  be  shown,  and  that  there  is  danger  of  the 
rents  being  lost  3  Am.  Eq.  Dig.  456,  sec.  19,  lays  down  the  same 
prbciple,  except  it  is  there  stated  that  the  title  must  be  acknow- 
ledged, pr  strong  presumption  of  title,  and  where  the  property  itself 
o^  the  rents  and  profits  are  in  danger  of  being  materially  injured 
or  totally  lost.    Tur.  and  Russ.  422. 

The  American  authorities  do  not  change  the  rule.  I  have  been 
unable  to  find  any  case  where  a  purchaser  at  execution  sales  was 
entitled  to  the  privilege  of  a  receiver. 

In,  this  case  all  the  allegation  in  the  bill  that  bears  on  this  point 
is,  that  F.  G.  Rose  is  insolvent,  and  he  is  fearful  he  will  get  the 
rents  and  profits  in  his  possession,  and  by  that  means  endanger 
them*,  but  Benjamin  Rose  has  the  legal  title,  and  is  responsible 
alone  for  rents,  (if  any  one  is,)  and  his  solvency  is  not  denied. 
The  affidavits  produced  in  support  of  the  bill  are,  that  Benjamin 
Rose  was  a  clerk  with  them  for  F.  C.  Rose;  that  while  he  was 
clerk  F.  G.  furnished  him  with  the  means  of  support  for  his  ser- 
vices, and  that  they  never  saw  him  have  large  sums  of  money.  I 
suppose  he  would  have  been  very  indiscreet  to  tell  them  he  had  it 
It  would  have  been  such  an  act  of  indiscretion  that  no  prudent 
man  would  have  been  guilty  of  it.  In  all  cases,  notice  must  be 
given  to  the  party,  except  he  absconds  to  avoid  the  service  of 
process;  no  reason  given,  either  in  the  bill  or  affidavits  why  Ben- 
jamin Rose  has  not  been  notified  of  this  motion.  Without  this  is 
done,  or  proof  to  show  that  he  has  absconded  to  avoid  the  service 
of  process,  the  motion  cannot  be  entertained.    1  Ves.  and  Beas.  76; 

2  Mad.  a  188. 

60* 
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It  is  not  shown  there  has  been  any  \vaste,  or  that  the  rents  and 
prdits  are  in  danger.  All  the  above  cited  cases  require  thii 
to  be  done. 

The  Chancellor. 

An  application  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  is  one  which 
is  addressed  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  exercised 
as  an  auxiliary  to  the  attainment  of  the  ends  of  justice.  It  is  one 
of  the  modes  in  which  the  preventive  justice  of  a  court  of  qui- 
ty  is  administered.  The  great  object  is  to  secure  the  property  or 
thing  in  controversy,  so  that  it  may  be  subjected  to  such  order  or 
decree  as  the  court  may  make  in  the  particular  case.  It  is  intended 
equally  for  the  security  of  bodi  plaintiff  and  defendant  The 
possession  of  the  receiver  is  not  adverse  to,  or  in  hostility  to  the 
rights  of  the  defendant ;  that  possession  is  the  possession  of  the 
court,  held  equally  for  the  greater  safety  of  all  the  parties  con- 
cerned. 1  John.  Ch.  Rep.  58.  A  reference  to  the  various  decisiow 
upon  motions  for  the  appointment  of  receivers,  shows  that  each 
case  has  been  made  to  depend  upon  its  own  peculiar  features, 
and  throws  but  little  light  upon  any  new  case,  except  so  6r 
as  they  establish  the  general  principles,  which  should  goTem  the 
court  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  upon  these  motions.  These 
principles  are:  That  the  plaintiff  must  show,  first,  either  that  he 
has  a  clear  right  to  the  property  itself;  or  that  he  has  some  lien 
upon  it ;  or  that  the  property  constitutes  a  special  fund  to  vhich 
he  has  a  right  to  resort,  for  the  satisfaction  of  his  claim.  And 
secondly,  that  the  possession  of  the  property  by  the  defendant  was 
obtained  by  fraud ;  or  that  the  property  itself,  or  the  income 
arising  from  it,  is  in  danger  of  loss  from  the  neglect,  waste,  mis- 
conduct or  insolvency  of  the  defendant.  These  are  believed  to  be 
the  general  rules  governing  all  applications  of  this  kind.  Orphans 
Asylum  v.  McCartee,  1  Hopkins  Rep.  429;  Hugoninr.Baselyrl3 
Ves.  105 ;  Loyd  v.  Passingham,  16  Ves.  69.  The  question  here 
is,  does  the  plaintiff's  case  come  within  the  application  of  the  prin- 
ciples referred  to. 

The  bill  charges  that  the  defendant,  P.  C.  Rose,  was  seized  of 
certain  town  lots  in  the  city  of  Jackson,  with  a  quantity  of  mer- 
chandise and  other  property,  and  that  being  largely  indc^bted  sni 
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wishing  to  delay  and  defraud  his  creditors,  he  conveyed  to  his 
brother  Benjamin  Rose,  the  other  defendant,  by  deed  of  date  the 
5th  of  November^  1839,  the  whole  of  said  property  for  ^he  nomi- 
nal smn  of  one  thousand  nine  hundred  dollars.  That  in  order  to 
more  efiectually  conceal  the  fraud  intended,  said  F.  C.  Rose,  a 
short  time  thereafter,  took  from  said  Benjamin  Rose  a  power  of 
attorney,  authorising  him  to  transact  all  his  business,  and  to  use, 
sell  or  dispose  of  said  property  at  the  will  and  'pleasul^  of  said  P. 
C  Rose ;  who  pretending  to  act  under  said,  power  of  attorney, 
controuled  and  enjoyed  the  proceeds  of  said  property,  bought  and 
sold  various  articles  in  his  line  as  a  merchant,  and  carried  on  the 
whole  business  for  his  own  benefit,  without  accounting  to  his  bro- 
ther therefor. ,  That  Benjamin  Rose  was  a  foreigner,  a  young  man 
just  then  come  to  the  country,  without  property,  and  dependant 
mainly  upon  the  bounty  and  kindness  of  F.  C.  Rose  for  his  sup- 
port; tfiat  he  was  wholly  unable  to  pay,  and  never  did  pay  any  part 
of  said  nominal  sum  of  money.  That  shortly  after  the  making  of 
said  deed,  various  judgments  were  obtained  against  said  F.  C.  Rose, 
at  the  instance  of  pre-existing  creditors,  upon  which  judgments, 
^ecutions  were  issued  and  levied  upon  said  town  lots,  and  after- 
wards regularly  sold,  at  which  sale  the  complainant  became  the 
purchaser.  That  there  are  several  tenements  on  said  lots,  which 
have  been  rented  out  in  part  by  said  F.  C.  Rose,  and  in  part  occiv 
pied  by  him.  The  bill  prays  for  an  injunction  against  the  defend- 
ants, as  to  the  receipt  of  rents,  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver, 
and  for  general  relief. 

I  entertain  no  doubt  that  a  purchaser  of  real  estate  at  a  sheriff's 
sale,  may  come  into  this  court  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  a 
deed  of  the  property  which  had  been  made  to  defraud  the  judg- 
ment creditor.  The  purchaser  in  such  case  succeeds  to  all  the 
rights  which  the  judgment  creditor  had  against  such  fraudulent 
deed.  Feakes  v.  Brown,  2  Blackf.  295,  and  the  court  will  extend 
to  him  the  same  remedies  and  measure  of  relief,  that  would  have 
been  afforded  to  the  judgment  creditor  himself. 

Upon  a  creditor's  bill  to  reach  the  property  of  his  insolvent 
debtor,  nothing  is  more  usual  than  to  appoint  a  receiver  to  coUecl 
and  preserve  the  property  pending  the  litigation.  Osborn  et  al,  v. 
Huger,  Paige  Ch.  342.    In  Bloodgood  v.  Clark,  4  Paige  Ch.  575, 
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Chancellor  Walworth  says :  '<  In  these  cases  of  creditor's  Mb, 
where  the  return  of  execution  unsatisfied  pre-sui^poses  that  the 
property  of  the  defendant  if  any  he  has,  will  be  misapplied,  it 
seems  to  be  almost  a  matter  of  course  to  appoint  a  receiver "  I 
take  it  to  be  clear,  that  the  creditors  of  Rose,  under  whose  judg- 
ments the  complainant  purchased,  could  have  come  into  this  court, 
to  set  aside  the  deed  in  question ;  and  that  upon  allegations  like 
those  in  the  complainant's  bill,  tfiey  would  have  been  entitled  to 
ask  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver;  if  so,  then  from  the  view  I 
have  taken  of  the  authorities,  the  {daintiff 's  right  to  do  so  is  equally 
clear.  I  think,  then,  whether  we  test  this  application  by  its  analo- 
gy to  adjudged  cases,  or  by  reference  to  the  general  principles  to 
which  I  have  adverted,  its  claim  to  success  is  equally  clear.  The 
bill  shows  the  complainant's  right  to  the  lots  in  question,  bf  his 
purchase  at  sheriff's  sale ;  that  the  possession  of  them  by  the  de- 
fendant, Benjamin  Rose,  was  obtained  by  fraud,  and  that  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  property  are  in  danger  of  being  lost  to  the  com- 
plainant, by  reason  of  the  fraud,  insolvency,  or  irresponsibility  of 
the  defendants ;  thus  embodying  all  the  elements  necessary  to  the 
success  of  the  motion. 

It  is  worthy  of  remark,  that  none  of  these  allegations  are  attempt- 
ed to  be  met,  and  denied,  by  either  answers  or  affidavits  from  the 
defendants,  although  one  of  them  at  least  was  apprised  of  the  pen- 
dency of  this  motion  by  special  notice.  It  is  said  by  the  defend- 
ant's counsel,  that  the  motion  should  not  be  entertained,  because 
no  notice  appears  to  have  been  given  to  Benjamin  Rose.  It  is  no 
doubt  the  settled  practice,  not  to  entertain  a  motion  for  theq^iut- 
ment  of  a  receiver,  until  the  defendant  has  had  notice,  if  it  be 
practicable  to  give  one ;  and  I  should  have  held  this  objection  as 
fatal,  if  it  were  not  expressly  stated  in  the  bill  that  the  defendant 
F.  0.  Rose,  upon  whom  notice  was  served,  was  the  authorised 
agent  of  Benjamin  Rose,  managing  and  controling  the  very  pro- 
perty over  which  a  receiver  is  sought  to  be  placed.  This  notice  I 
think  sufficient.    Notice  to  an  agent,  is  notice  to  the  principal 

The  motion  for  an  inunction  and  for  a  receiver  must  besos- 
tained. 
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The  office  of  an  fttnended  or  supplemental  bill  is,  to  cute  wm€  defect,  or  to  amplify 
the  grounds  taken  by  the  original  bill;  and  whether  the  object  be  to  make  new  par« 
ties  or.  to  introduce  new  matter,  the  connection  between  the  new  matter  and  the 
new  parties  with  the  matter  of  the  original  bill  must  be  a  necessary  and  apparent 
connection. 

Where  an  amended  bill  introduced  a  new  and  substantial  cause  of  action,  upon  which 
a  diecree  must  have  been  had,  without  reference  to  the  original  bill,,  it  was  held  to  be 
demurrable,  am)  the  bill  was  dismissed. 

The  bill  states,  that  in  the  year  1835  James  C.  Dickson  died, 
and  that  Jacob  B.  Womack  administered  tipon  his  estate,  and 
sold  of  his  slaves  a  large  number  to  Wiley  Davis,  who  gave  his 
bond  payable  to  Womack,  with  Thomas  Land  and  Hugh  W. 
Davis  as  his  securities.  This  bond  was  dated  on  the  26di  day  of^ 
February,  1836,  due  at  twelve  months.  On  the  6th  of  April, 
1836,  Womack  indorsed  the  bond  to  Poindexter,  in  payment  of 
some  slaves  sold  by  Poindexter  to  Womack;  that  Womack  had 
possession  of  the  slaves;  but  whether  he  held  them  as  his  own  or 
as  the  property  of  the  estate  of  Dickson,  is  not  known.  The  bill 
states  the  death  of  Jacob  Womack,  on  whose  estate  Abram  Wo- 
mack and  his  widow,  since  married  to  Taylor,  administered;  that 
Jacob  Womack  made  a  deed  of  trust  to  secure  the  payment  of  the 
bphd  to  Poindexter,  which  deed  conveyed  the  slaves  bought  of 
Poindexter.  The  bill  states  that  Poindexter  knew  that  the  bond 
belonged  to  the  estate  of  James  C.  Dickson,  [and  prays  a  decree 
either  for  the  slaves  or  the  note. 

The  answer  of  Poindfexter  admits  the  substantial  allegations  of 
the  bill.  The  injunction  which  was  granted  on  the  bill  was  dis- 
solved at  the  January  term,  1839. 

Afterwards,  in  April,  1839,  a  supplemental  and  amended  bill 
was  filed,  which  states  that  the  bond  was  never  presented  to  the 
estate  of  Wiley  Davis  within  eighteen  months  as  required  by  law. 
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The  bill  makes  the  administrators  of  Wiley  Davis  and  others  par- 
ties. 

A  second  supplemeqtal  bill  was  filed,  making  Helm,  Gwin, 
Heffher  and  Mrs.  Davis,  who  purchased  of  the  estate  of  Wiley 
Davis,  the  slaves  by  him  purchased  of  James  C.  Dickson's  estate, 
parties  to  the  bill,  and  praying  to  enforce  the  statutory  lien  against 
them. 

A  third  supplemental  bill  has  been  filed,  but  it  does  not  change 
the  features  of  the  case. 

A  demurrer  is  put  in  by  the  administrators  of  Wiley  Davis  and 
the  purchasers  of  the  slaves.  The  grounds  of  the  demurrer  by 
the  administrators  are,  that  the  estate,  by  the  showing  of  the  bill 
itself,  is  discharged  from  the  payment  of  the  bill  single.  The 
ground  of  demurrer  of  the  purchasers  is,  that  the  estate  being  dis- 
charged from  the  payment  of  the  bill  single,  the  lien  given  by  the 
statute,  which  was  an  incident  of  the  debt  and  collateral  to  it,  is 
gone  also,  and  that  ihey  must  hold  the  slaves  discharged  of  the 
lien,  which  the  estate  certainly  would,  if  it  held  them. 

William  Yergbb  for  the  demurrer. 

By  the  provisions  of  the  law,  see  Revised  Code,  63,  it  will  be 
seen  that  all  claims  against  the  estate  of  a  decedent  are  barred  for- 
ever, and  the  estate  discharged  forev^  from  the  payment  of  diem, 
unless  they  are  presented  within  eighteen  months  to  the  execu- 
tor, d&c,  and  the  executor,  &^.  may  give  the  act  in  bar  to  any  suit 
in  law  or  equity  founded  on  such  claim.  This  dearly  bais  an 
action  on  the  bill  single  against  the  estate.  And  a  suit  to  enforce 
the  statutory  mortgage  is  certainly  a  suit  or  action  in  equity,  and 
the  estate  must  be  discharged  from  it  ex  vi  termini  of  die  statute. 
If  the  estate  is  discharged,  those  claiming  as  purchasers  under  it 
must  also  be  discharged. 

There  b  another  view  of  the  case  which  is  conclusive.  He 
statute  bars  the  claim,  whatever  it  is,  against  the  estate.  If  the 
statutory  mortgage  is  not  a  claim,  it  is  certainly  only  an  incid^t 
of  the  claim,  the  bond,  accessory  and  collateral  to  it,  an4  what- 
ever discharges  the  claim  or  debt,  discharges  the  accessory  or  in- 
cident 2  A.  R.  Marshall,  109;  1  Bibb,  526 ;  1  Story's  Eq.  283; 
Com.  Dig.  Chancery,  A.  1;  2  Bumes,  969. 
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There  are  authorities  which  say  that  after  a  particular  form  of 
action,  for  instance  assumpsit  on  a  note,  is  baned  by  the  statute  of 
limitations,  that  a  bill  in  equity  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  given  to 
secure  the  debt,  is  not  gone*  11  Conn.  163.  The  reason  of  this 
decision  is^  that  the  statute  of  limitations  only  bars  the  remedy 
or  form  of  action,  and  did  not  cancel  the  debt;  and  that  therefore 
if  one  form  .of  action  is  barred,  and  another  not,  there  is  no  reason 
why  the  party  should  not  recover  in  the  form  not  barred.  The 
correctness  of  this  decision  ikiay  be  admitted,  though  it  is  a  strange 
idea  that  the  courts  should  entertain  of  legislative  wisdom,  that 
they  should  wish  to  bar  a:  mere  form  of  action,  and  not  the  de- 
mand itself;  yet  it  cannot  prejudice  this  case,  for  our  statute  ex- 
pressly bars  the  claim,  not  a  form  of  action.  It  discharges  the 
estate  froni  the  claim,  and  makes  it  a  bar  to  any  action  of  any 
form  in  law  or  equity;  in  which  it  differs  from  the  usual  statutes 
of  limitation,  which  bar  the  form  of  action  generally,  and  most 
always,  ia  wordb,  only  apply  to  actions  at  law. 

Hughes  oa  same  side. 

The  substance  of  this  tran^tion  is  this:  Jacob  B.  Womack 
was  the  administrator  of  James  C.  Dickson,  deceased,  and  as  such 
administrator,  sold  negroes  belonging  to  the  estate  of  Dickson, 
took  the  note  of  Wiley  Davis  and  others  for  the  payment  of  the 
debt  created  for  said  negroes^  payable  to  him,  as  administrator  of 
J.  C.  Dickson,  deceased.  '  Afterwards  Womack  purchased  of  Poiii- 
dexter  seventeen  negroes,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  pa3ring  for  the 
niegroes,  indorsed  the  ndte  given  to  him  as  administrator,  and  gave 
a  deed  of  trust  on  the  negroes  purchased,  with  condition,  if  the 
note  so  indorsed  was  not  punctually  paid  in  six  months  ailer  due, 
that  a  sale  might  take  place.  The  note  was  not  paid,  when  Hugh 
Dickson^  the  administrator  fife  bonis  non  of  James  C.  Dickson,  filed 
his  bill,  enjoining  the  collection  of  the  money  on  the  note  and 
sale  under  the  deed  of  trust,  because  the  note  was  the  property  of 
the  estate,  or  the  negroes  purchased  by  it 
,  To  support  the  motion  to  dissolve,  it  is  insisted — 

1.  That  the  administrator  had  power  to  transfer  the  note,  even 
in  payment  of  a  debt  due  by  hiyiseif ;  and  diat  a  transfer  made  by 
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him  is  good,  unless  there  be  fraud  in  the  transaction.    See  Tol- 
ler's Law  of  Ex'ora,  256. 

2.  The  sale  of  the  slaves  of  the  estate  of  Jalmes  G.  Dickson,  b]r 
his  administrator,  was  an  act  of  administration;  and,  if  the  ad- 
ministrator improperly  disposed  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale^  that 
was  an  act  of  mal-administration,  for  which  the  administrator  or 
his  representatives  are  responsible  to  the  creditors^  devisees  or  dis- 
tributees, and  not  to  the  administrator  de  bonis  nan.  The  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  non  can  take  or  is  entitled  to  nothing  but  that 
which  is  left  unadministered  by  the  first  administrator.  See  Op. 
Book,  15, 18,  37. 

S.  S.  BovD  for  defendant  Hehn. 

1.  The  bill  is  defective  in  joining  parties  whose  interests  are 
separate. 

2.  Helm  is  only  called  on  and  required  to  answer  the  third  sap- 
plemental  bill,  and  not  the  original;  and  there  is  nothiog  in  the 
third  supplement  but  a  charge  that  he  holds  certain  slaves,  which 
it  certainly  is  not  unlawful  for  a  Mississippian  to  do! 

3.  The  stamtory  lien  does  not  exist  in  favor  of  a  note  after 
assignment,  nor  against  any  but  the  purchaser.  See  the  act;  I 
Paige's  Ch.  R.  506.       * 

4.  The  notes  were  made  to  Womack,  and  he  had  arighttoinr 
dorse  them.  They  thujs  became  administered.  See  the  case  of 
Smith's  administrator  v.  Kelsey,  administrator  de  bonis  non,  to. 
in  1  Howard. 

5.  The  claims  of  the  bill  are  discc^dant  and  cannot  be  joined, 
to  wit:  complainant  seeks  relief  from  Davis's  heirs  and  estate; 
then  from  the  purchaser  and  sub-purchasers  of  the  property  bought 
by*Wiley  Davis  at  Dickson's  sale;  then  against  Poindexter  for 
the  notes  themselves;  then  against  Mrs.  Womack  and  her  hosband 
for  the  slaves  sold  by  him,  and  which  were  bought  of  PoiDdexter 
with  the  notes  in  question.    This  cannot  be  permitted. 

6.  Helm  had  no  notice  of  the  transaction,  and  cannot  be  imph- 
cated. 

I  concur  in  the  brief  of  Mr.  Yerger  as  to  the  statute  of  limito- 
tions,  but  do  not  think  Helm  interested  in  that  question. 
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The  Chancellor. 

The  ori^nal  bill  shows  that  Jacob  Womack,  as  administrator 
of  James  C.  Dickson,  sold  to  Wiley  Davis  a  number  of  ne^o 
slaves,  as  the  property  of  his  intestate,  Dickson,  and  took  therefor 
the  note  of  said  Davis,  with  sureties;  that  Womack  afterwards 
transferred  the  note  to  the  defendant  Poindexter,  in  payment  for  a 
number  of  slaves  bought  of  Poindekter,  who  took  a  deed  of  trust 
on  the  negroes,  to  secure  payment.  Womack  died,  and  the  com- 
plainant Miller  became  the .  administrator  de  bonis  non  on  the 
estate  of  Dickson. 

The  bill  prays  for  a  decree  against  Poindexter,  either  for  the 
slaves,  in  possession  of  Womack's  administrators,  (Taylor  and 
wife,)  or  the  note  so  transferred  to  him. 

A  supplemental  bill  was  afterwards  filed,  stating  the  death  of 
Wiley  Davis,  and  charging  that  Poindexter  had  failed  to  present 
the  note  aforesaid  to  Davis's  administrators,  within  the  eighteen 
months  prescribed  by  the  statute,  whereby  they  allege  that  the 
same  is  discharged,  and  Davis's  estate  and  the  sureties  on  the  note 
wholly  released;  and  prays  that  Poindexter  may,  as  a  consequence, 
be  held  liable  to  the  estate  of  Dickson  for  the  amount  of  the  note. 

A  second  supplemental  bill  is  filed,  by  which  the  defendants, 
Mary  J.  Davis,  David  Davis,  Helm,  Gwin,  and  Hefner,  are  brought 
before  the  court  as  purchasers,  from  the  estate  of  Wiley  Davis,  of 
the  negroes  bought  by  him,  in  his  life  time,  from  the  estate  of 
Dickson;  and  prays  that  the  statutory  mortgage,  given  upon  pro- 
perty sold  by  administrators,  may  be  enforced  against  the  negro 
slaves  in  the  hands  of  said  defendants.  These  defendants  have 
demurred  to  the  last  supplemental  bill,  by  which  they  are  made 
parties,  and  upon  that  demurrer  the  case  was  submitted  for 
bearing. 

The  first  objection  to  the  supplemental  bill  demurred  to,  which 
struck  me  upon  reading  the  papers,  is  the  &ct  that  it  set  up  new 
substantive  and  distinct  matter,  having  no  connection  with  the 
original  bill,  and  upon  which  a  separate  and  distinct  decree  not 
only  may  be,  but  must  be  made,  without  reference  to  either  the 
parties  or  the  matter  of  the  original  bill.  This  would  be  giving 
a  latitude  to  the  character  of  amendments  and  supplements  un- 
known to  the  principles  of  pleading.  The  ofilice  of  an  amended 
Vol.  1—61 
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or  supplemental  bill  is  to  cure  some  defect,  or  to  ainplify  the 
grounds  taken  by  the  original  bill;  and^  whether  the  object  be  to 
make  new  parties  or  to  introduce  new  matter,  the  connection  be- 
tween the  new  matter  or  the  new  parties  with  the  matter  of  the 
original  bill,  must  be  a  necessary  and  apparent  connection.  But 
in  this  supplemental  bill  there  is  a  new  and  substantive  cause  of 
action,  upon  which  a  decree  not  only  could,  but  must,  necessaiilf, 
be  had,  without  reference  to  the  original  bill. 

The  complainant  seeks  to  go,  not  only  upon  entirely  nev 
ground  from  that  taken  by  the  original  bUI,  but  against  new  pai- 
ties,  having  no  privity  of  interest,  in  relation  to  the  matter  of  the 
original  bill,  with  the  defendants  to  that  bill,  which  would  chaDge 
the  whole  character  of  the  litigation. 

This  is  not  a  case  with  double  aspect  as  to  relief,  which  a  party 
may  file,  and,  although  he  may  {Hray  in  the  alternative,  yet  the 
relief  asked  under  both  prayers  must  have  relation  to  the  same 
subject  matter.  This  view  of  the  case  is  fully  sustained  by  the 
cases  of  Loyd  v.  Brewster,  4  Paige,  537;  and  Milner  t^.  Milner,  2 
Edward's  Ch.  Rep. 

It  is  insisted,  by  the  counsel  for  the  demurrer,  that,  inasmuch 
as  it  is  alleged  by  the  bill  that  the  estate  of  Davis  is  discharged 
from  the  statutory  mortgage,  by  reason  of  the  alleged  non  presen- 
tation of  the  claim,  the  defendants,  as  the  purchasers  of  the  ^'^^ 
of  that  mortgage,  must  also  be  discharged.  Without  determioiDg 
whether  this  statutory  mortgage  is  matter  of  which  the  adminis- 
trators of  the  statutory  mortgager  are  bound  to  take  notice,  or 
whether  it  was  that  description  of  claim  to  which  the  special  sta- 
tute of  limitations  applies,  it  is  sufficient  to  remark,  that  the  bOl 
doei^  not  state  that  publication  of  notice  was  made  by  the  adminis^ 
trators,  without  which,  it  is  clear,  the  estate  of  Davis  could  not  be 
exonerated. 

The  demurrer  must  be  sustained,  and  the  bill  dismissed  as  to 
the  defendants,  Mary  J.  Davis,  David  Davis,  Helm,  Gwin  and 
Hefner. 


j 
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Valentine  v.  Planters'  Bank. 

An  equity  of  redemption  in  personal  piopertj  is  not  subject  to  seizure  and  sale  under 
an  execution  at  law. 

This  was  a  motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction  on  bill,  answer,  and 
exhibits. 

Harrison  and  Holt  for  the  motion. 

A  judgment  for  upwards  of  fourteen  thousand  dollars  was  ob- 
tained in  the  Warren  circuit  court  by  the  Planters'  Bank,  against 
complainant,  as  the  drawer  of  a  promissory  note,  which  judgment 
was  subsequently  affirmed,  with  damages,  by  the  High  Court  of 
Errors  and  Appeals.  The  Ji.  fa.  which  issued  on  this  judgment 
was  levied  on  a  number  of  slaves,  as  the  property  of  complainant, 
and  to  arrest  their  sale  by  the  sheriff  this  bill  was  filed.  Two 
grounds  are  alleged  why  the  sale  should  not  proceed.  First. 
That  complainant  tendered  the  sheriff  lands,  and  desired  him  to 
levy  on  them,  instead  of  the  slaves,  which  he  refused  to  do. 
Second.  That  the  slaves  are  covered  by  mortgage,  and  therefore 
not  subject  to  execution.  Upon  this  meagre  showing,  the  circuits 
judge  granted  the  injunction  now  asked  to  be  dissolved. 

This  motion  might,  it  is  believed,  have  been  safely  made  on  the 
face  of  the  bill,  barren  as  it  is  of  all  semblance  of  equity,  so  far  as 
complainant  is  concerned;  but  to  present  its  insufficiency  in  still 
stronger  colors,  a  fiill  answer,  supported  by  exhibits,  has  been 
filed,  and  on  them,  and  the  bill,  the  motion  is  based. 

In  regard  to  the  first  ground,  it  is  enough  to  say,  that  no  princi- 
ple of  the  commcm  law,  or  statute  of  the  state,  authorizes  a  de- 
fendant to  substitute  real  for  personal  property,  as  the  subject  mat- 
ter on  which  an  execution  against  him  shall  be  levied.  What 
property  shall  be  seized,  is  left  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  offi- 
cer to  determine,  subject  only  to  this  qualification,  that  when  real 
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estate  has  been  levied  on,  the  defendant  may  release  it,  by  the 
gurrender  of  sufficient  personal  property;  the  very  opposite  of  the 
position  assumed  by  complainant  in  his  bill.  This  is  almost  the 
last  trace  found  lingering  in  our  code  of  the  anxiety  of  the  com- 
mon law  to  protect  real  estate  from  execution  and  sale,  making 
the  personalty  primarily  liable  for  debts,  6cc. 

Even,  however,  if  complainant's  position  were  well  grounded 
in  the  law,  the  aIl^;ations  of  the  bill  would  not  bring  his  case 
within  reach  of  the  principle.  He  does  not  state  or  pretend  that 
he  had  any  title  to  the  lands  which  he  offered  to  the  sheriff;  or  if 
it  could  be  inferred  that  he  had  title  to  the  land,  from  the  fact  that 
he  lived  on  one  of  the  tracts,  yet  he  does  not  aver  or  intimate 
that  it  is  free  from  incumbrances,  mortgages,  deeds  of  trust,  &c. 
and  freely  liable  to  the  executicm  which  he  asked  to  have  levied 
on  it  If  this  were  not  the  condition  of  the  land,  certainly,  era 
if  the  law  was  as  complainant  supposes,  it  could  not  be  pressed 
upon  the  sheriff  in  discharge  of  the  slaves,  and  ths^t  such  was  its 
condition  should  appear  by  distinct  allegation. 

In  regard  to  the  second  ground  of  equity,  it  must  be  observed, 
that  complainant,  by  great  disingenuousnessandart,  has  concealed 
the  fact,  that  the  mortgage  upon  the  slaves  ia  favor  of  Webster, 
was  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  very  note  oa  which  this 
juplgment  was  rendered,  and  one  other  note,  which  the  answer 
and  exhibits  show  has  been  since  paid.  As  a  general  role,  proper- 
ty conveyed  in  mortgage  is  not  subject  to  execution.  But  it  is 
equally  true,  that  the  party  holding  the  mortgage  debt  may  pio- 
ceed,  at  his  election,  either  in  a  court  of  law  or  chancery  or,  in- 
deed, as  has  been  held,  he  may  proceed  in  both  courts  at  the  same 
time.  And  when  he  obtains  his  judgment  at  law,  he  may  levy 
upon  and  sell  the  mortgage  property;  because  this  proceeding  does 
not  interfere  with,  but'  is  in  euforcement  and  extinguishment  rf 
the  mortgage.  This  constitutes  a  well  known  exception  to  the 
general  rule.  The  answer  avers,  and  the  exhibits  prove,  that  the 
slaves  levied  on  are  the  same  named  in  the  mortgage  to  Webstar. 

The  complainant  somewhat  indistinctly  states  that  there  w 
another  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust  on  these  slaves;  when  or  to 
whom  executed,  or  for  what  purpose,  is  not  alleged.  The  answer 
avers,  that  if  such  incumbrance  exists,  it  is  of  younger  date  tbsn 
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the  mortgage  to  Webster,  and  is,  of  course,  no  impediment  to  the 
sale  aboat  to  be  made  by  the  sheriff.  When  the  holder  of  a 
mortgage  is  proceeding  in  equity  to  foreclose,  he  ought  to  make 
junior  incumbrancers,  if  known  to  him,  parties;  but  this  rule  does 
not  apply  to  a  judgment  creditor  at  law,  selling  in  pursuance  of 
his  lien.  It  would,  in  any  event,  be  for  such  junior  incmnbran- 
cers,  and  not  for  Mark  Valentine  to  complain. 

As  this  injunction  was  obtained  manifestly  for  delay,  it  is 
hoped  that  damages  will  be  given  in  the  event  of  a  dissolution. 

George  S.  Yeroer,  contra. 

The  bill  and  answer  show  that  Valentine  mortgaged  certain 
slaves,  to  pay  certain  notes  mentioned  in  the  mortgage.  One  of 
these  notes  was  assigned  to  the  Planters'  Bank,  on  which  she  ob- 
tained judgment  at  law  and  issued  an  execution  thereon,  which 
was  levied  on  the  slaves  mentioned  in  the  mortgage,  to  enjoin  the 
sale  of  which  this  bill  was  filed. 

1.  It  has  been  settled  in  this  court  repeatedly,  that  an  equity  of 
redemption  in  personal  estate  cannot  be  sold  at  law. 

2.  It  has  also  been  decided,  that  where  no  right  or  title  would 
pass  by  a  sale  under  execution,  this  court  would  enjoin  it 

3.  It  makes  no  difference  that  the  judgment  was  recovered  on 
one  of  the  notes  mentioned  in  the  mortgage.  The  same  principle, 
to  wit,  that  an  equity  of  redemption  in  personalty  cannot  be  sold, 
applies,  whether  the  judgment  was  obtained  on  one  of  the  notes 
secured  by  mortgage,  or  any  other  debt.  Jackson  v.  Hall,  10 
John.  Rep.  481. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  complainant  made  his  note  for  ten  thousand  dollars,  to  S. 
P.  Webster,  and  gave  a  mortgage  on  a  number  of  slaves  to  secure 
the  payment  thereof.  The  note  was  afterwards  transferred  to  the 
Planters'  Bank.  The  bank  sued  upon  the  note,  and  recovered  a 
judgment  at  law,  and  sued  out  an  execution  oi  fieri  fadas^  which 
was  levied  upon  the  slaves  named  in  the  mortgage  made,  for  the 
security  of  the  debt.  The  complainant  obtained  in  vacation  an 
injunction  against  the  sale,  which  the  defendant  now  moves  to 
dissolve.  The  assignment  of  the  note  to  the  Planters'  Bank  car- 
er 
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ried  with  it  the  mortga^  made  to  secure  its  payment,  and  conse- 
quently placed  the  bank  and  the  complainant  in  the  relation  of 
mortgagor  and  mortgagee.  I  have  repeatedly  decided,  that  an 
equity  of  redemption  in  personal  property  is  not  subject  to  seizuie 
and  sale  under  an  execution  at  law.  The  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ant  admit  that  this  is  the  rule,  but  insist  that  it  is  not  applicable 
to  a  case  where  the  nK)rtgage  was  made  to  secure  the  debt  upon 
which  the  judgment  was  rendered  It  seems  to  me  that  the  rea- 
son of  the  rule  is  much  stronger  in  such  case,  than  when  applied 
against  a  third  person  as  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  mortgagor. 
There  is  no  description  of  creditor  whose  remedy  is  so  broad  and 
comprehensive  as  that  of  a  mortgagee.  He  may,  according  to  the 
practice,  proceed  at  the  same  time  both  at  law  and  in  equity;  at 
he  may  sue  at  law  and  proceed  against  the  general  property  of  his 
debtor,  and  if  that  fails  to  satisfy  his  claim  he  may  then  come  into 
this  court  to  foreclose  upon  the  mortgage  prc^rty  for  any  balance 
that  may  be  due.  I  see  no  reason  in  favor  of  enlarging  bis  rem- 
edy in  the  £>rm  here  proposed,  especially  as  its  tendency  would  be 
to  embarrass  and  oppress  the  mor^^agor. 

In  the  case  of  Atkins  t^.  Sawyer,  1  Pick.  Reports,  381,  this  very 
question  underwent  investigation.  It  was  there  held,  that  a  mort- 
gagee cannot,  at  law,  enforce  a  sale  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  of 
the  mortgagor,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  debt  secured  by  the 
mortgage.  The  same  doctrine  was  held  by  the  supreme  court  of 
Kentucky.  Going's  Executors  v,  Shreve,  7  Dana.  Rep.  64.  The 
reason  of  the  rule  is,  to  my  mind,  clear  and  convincing.  The 
question  is,  shall  the  mortgagee  be  allowed  to  proceed  at  law  to  a 
judgment  upon  his  debt,  and  then  sell  imder  that  judgment  the 
equity  of  redemption  of  his  mortgagor  ?  The  very  rdation  which 
the  parties  sustain,  and  the  opposing  interests  which  they  respect 
ively  have  in  the  subject  of  the  mortgage,  seem  to  forbid  sudi  a 
proceeding.  To  allow  it  would  be  to  give  to  the  mortgagee  an 
undue  control  over  the  interests  of  the  mortgagor.  It  not  only 
may,  but  most  usually  would  result  in  the  sacrifice  of  the  equity 
of  redemption  of  the  mortgagor,  or  at  least  in  forcing  him  to  a 
round  o£  perplexing  litigation,  in  order  to  protect  his  rights.  The 
legal  estate  is  Vested  in  the  mortgagee,  and  is  supposed  to  be 
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worth  the  debt  which  the  mortgage  was  made  to  secure;  the  equit- 
able estate  remains  with  the  mortgagor,  and  consists  in  the  value 
of  the  thing  mortgaged  over  and  above  the  sum  for  which  the 
mortgage  was  made.  It  is  quite  clear  upon  principle,  that  no  form 
of  forced  sale  by  which  the  purchaser  may  obtain  a  complete  title 
to  the  mortgage  property,  by  simply  paying  for  the  equitable  in- 
terest in  it,  should  be  tolerated.  Suppose  the  purchaser  should 
bid  the  exact  amount  of  the  mortgage  debt,  the  mortgage  would 
seem  to  be  thus  extinguished,  at  least  in  the  hands  of  the  mortga- 
gee, and  the  purchaser  would  thus  obtain  a  complete  title  to  the 
property,  when  he  had  only  bought  and  paid  for  the  equity  of  re- 
demption. And  this,  too,  although  the  value  of  the  property 
might  greatly  exceed  the  mortgage  debt.  In  this  state  «f  Aings 
the  mortgagor  would  seem  to  be  without  remedy,  or  at  least  a 
very  embarrassing  and  doubtful  one.  But' if  the  mortgagee  should 
himself  become  the  purchaser,  having  bid  only  the  amount  of  his 
debt,  the  rights  of  the  mortgagor  would  then  encounter  increased 
difficulty  and  embarrassment.  In  such  case,  the  mortgagee  would 
pay  nothing  for  the  equity  of  redemption,  but  would  get  the  pro- 
perty merely  for  the  amount  for  which  it  was  mortgaged ;  and 
uniting  in  himself  both  the  l^al  and  equitable  title,  would  place 
the  mortgagor  at  defiance.  In  either  case,  therefore,  the  equity 
of  redemption,  if  worth  any  thing,  would  be  sacrificed.  Chan- 
cellor Kent,  in  the  case  of  Tice  v.  Annin,  2  John.  Ch.  126,  seems 
to  have  fully  appreciated  these  difficulties,  and  has  declared  that 
the  true  remedy  was  to  prevent  such  sales,  by  prohibiting  the 
mortgagee  from  proceeding  at  law  to  sell  the  equity  of  redemption; 
and  in  that  opinion  I  fully  concur.  The  motion  to  dissolve  the 
^  injunction  must  be  overruled. 
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A.  8.  J.  Alston  died  in  the  etato  of  Tenne«ee,  leaving  a  widow  and  two  ia&nt  g1i3- 
dren.  Bj  last  will  and  testament  he  appeinted  his  brother  guardian  of  his  chi&dnB,^ 
who  qualified  under  the  laws  of  Tennessee,  and  took  possession  of  the  childno. 
The  widow  subsequently  intermarried  with  C  A.  Foster,  and  removed  to  the  stale 
of  MississippL  Foster  and  his  wife  went  to  Tennessee  with  an  armed  Ibtrce,  seiaed 
the  children,  and  took  them  to  their  residence  in  Miansrippi,  where  thej  piociued 
for  themielves  letters  of  guardianship.  On  application  to  the  chancellor  bj  the  tes- 
tamentary guardian  for  a  writ  of  Ao^eos  corpus,  to  recover  possession  of  his  wards ; 
held  by  the  chancellor,  that  the  custody  of  the  children  must  be  restored  to  the  testa- 
mentary guardian,  and  that  the  letters  of  guardianship  obtained  bj  Foster  and  wife 
in  the  stato  of  Mississippi  were  fraudulent  and  void. 

Geo.  S.  Yerger  for  the  petitioner. 
Wm.  E.  Anderson  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor. 

The  petitioner  sued  out  a  habeas  corpus  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
covering from  the  defendant  the  custody  of  the  persons  of  Mary 
H.  and  Ann  S.  J.  Alston,  minor  children  of  A.  S.  J.  Alston,  de- 
ceased, whose  custody  he  claims  as  their  testamentary  guardian. 
A  good  deal  of  testimony  has  been  taken  on  both  sides,  a  particu- 
lar analysis  of  which  is  not  deemed  necessary,  as  much  of  it  is 
conceived  to  have  no  direct  relevancy  to  the  question  to  be  de- 
cided. It  appears  from  the  proo&,  that  J.  J.  Alston  was  appointed 
the  guardian  of  the  children  in  question  by  the  last  will  and  testa- 
ment of  his  brother,  A.  J.  S.  Alston,  who  died  in  Tennessee, 
being  then  a  member  of  the  same  family  with  the  petitioner;  that 
such  will  was  duly  made,  published  and  probated  according  to  the 
laws  of  that  state,  which  gives  to  the  father  the  right  of  appoint- 
ing a  guardian  to  his  children  by  last  will  and  testament;  that 
said  guardian  took  upon  himself  the  duties  and  burdens  of  that 
office,  and  continued  in  the  faithful  discharge  thereof,  until  the 
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mother  of  the  children  having  intennaiTied  with  the  defendant, 
Foster,  removed  to  Holly  Springs,  in  this  state,  and  some  time 
afterwards  proceeded  to  Tennessee  wit|;i  an  armed  force,  seized 
the  children  and  forcibly  brought  them  into  this  state,  where  she 
and  said  Foster  procured  themselves  to  be  appointed  guardians; 
andby  virtue  of  that  appointment,  connected  with  what  is  sup- 
posed to  be  the  superior  right  of  the  mother,  now  claim  to  retain 
the  custody  of  the  children  aforesaid.  The  testimony  is  ample  to 
show,  that  no  objection  can  be  fiiirly  urged  to  either  party,  so  far 
as  their  capacity  and  general  fitness  for  the  custody  and  control  of 
the  minors  are  concerned.  HThere  is  then  no  room  left  on  that 
score,  for  the  exercise  of  that  discretion  which  courts  of  justice 
some  times  properly  exert  in  such  cases  against  even  the  legal 
rights  of  a  person  who  is  morally  unfit  to  enjoy  them. 

The  contest  here  is  between  an  uncle  claiming  as  testamentary 
guardian  of  the  children,  by  virtue  of  appointment  by  the  father, 
made  in  the  state  of  Tennessee,  and  the  step-father  and  mother, 
insisting  on  the  other  hand,  as  well  upon  their  relation  to  the  chil- 
dren, as  upon  their  letters  of  guardianship  granted  them  in  this 
state.  The  case  must  be  decided  with  reference  to  their  respect- 
ive legal  rights,  without  indulging  in  any  of  that  loose,  undefined 
discretion,  which  sympathy  .for  the  wishes  and  feelings  of  the 
mother  might  suggest 

The  first  inquiry  is:  has  Alston  shown  enough  to  entitle  him 
prima  facie  to  have  his  claim  under  the  habeas  corpus  sustained? 
And,  secondly,  does  the  grant  of  letters  of  guardianship  to  the  de- 
fendant, in  this  state,  overreach  and  defeat  those  granted  to  the 
petitioner  in  the  state  of  Tennessee,  so  far  as  the  custody  of  the 
persons  of  the  wards  is  concerned.  As  to  the  first  branch  of  the 
inquiry,  it  was  contended  that  the  tribunals  of  this  state  cannot, 
for  any  purpose,  recognize  the  petitioner  as  guardian  of  the  chil- 
dren, upon  his  letters  granted  in  Tennessee;  and  that  this  prelimi- 
nary objection  forecloses  all  further  inquiry.  It  is  said  that  the 
rights  of  foreign  guardians  are  placed  upon  the  same  footing  with 
those  of  foreign  executors  and  administrators;  and  this  seems  to 
be  true,  at  least  so  far  as  the  right  to  maintain  suit  for  the  property 
of  their  wards  is  concerned.  1  John.  Ch.  R.  163;  4  Gill  &c  John  R. 
It  cannot  be  doubted,  that  an  administrator,  as  such,  cannot  claim 
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dejure^  to  have  his  tide  recc^ized  beyond  theterritory  of  thegov- 
emment  granting  it;  yet,  that  he  is  to  some  extent  so  recognized  by 
foreign  countries,  upon  rules  of  national  comity,  seems  to  be  fidly 
sustained  by  adjudged  cases;  as  in  the  case  of  an  ancillary  ad- 
ministrator, after  the  estate  has  been  subjected  in  his  hands  to  the 
claims  of  the  citizens  of  the  local  jurisdiction,  the  assets  are  then 
decreed  to  be  remitted  to  the  foreign  administrator,  thus  acknowl- 
edging his  title  as  such.  1  Mason,  38;  19  Mass.  Rep.  337;  3  Pick. 
Rep.  128;  3  Rawle,  312. 

The  reason  why  an  administrator  cannot  maintain  a  suit  for 
property  out  of  the  state  granting  him  his  letters,  is  conceived  to 
rest  not  so  much  upon  the  fact  that  the  courts  of  one  state  do  not 
recognize  what  has  been  done  by  the  tribunals  of  another,  as  upon 
the  more  obvious  principle,  that  it  is  inconsistent  with  the  protec- 
tion which  every  state  owes  to  its  own  citizens,  to  permit  the  prop- 
erty of  a  foreign  decedent,  situate  within  its  territory,  to  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  hands  of  a  foreign  administrator,  until  it  has  fiist 
been  subjected  to  the  just  claims  of  its  own  citizens.  Haweyr. 
Richards,  1  Mason,  381;  9  Wheaton  Rep.  565;  3  Rawle  Rep.  312; 
Story's  Con.  L.  421-2.  These  decisions  rest  upon  the  familiar 
rule  of  international  law,  that  no  state  is  under  any  obligation  to 
enforce  foreign  laws  prejudicial  to  its  own  rights  or  those  of  its 
citizens.  If  this  be  the  main  reason  of  the  rule,  it  would  seem  to 
have  no  application  to  a  proceeding  by  a  foreign  guardian  to  re- 
cover the  person  of  his  ward,  who  had  been  violently  taken  ftom 
him,  and  removed  to  this  state.  It  is  difficult  to  perceive,  in  such 
a  proceeding,  any  thing  against  the  policy  or  public  morals  of  this 
state,  or  which  could  affect  the  private  interest  of  its  citizens, 

A  just  regard  to  those  rules  of  reciprocity  which  constitutes  the 
basis  of  all  national  comity,  would  seem  to  require  our  courts  to 
afford  to  such  guardian  every  facility  known  to  the  forms  of  our 
law,  lest  our  own  citizens  should  in  their  turn  be  made  the  victims 
of  a  like  system  of  violence,  and  be  left  without  remedy.  In  the 
case  of  the  King  v.  Hopkins  and  Wife,  7  East's  Rep.  577,  where 
the  mother  of  an  illegitimate  child  had  been  deprived  of  its  cus- 
tody by  force  and  stratagem,  Lord  Ellenborough  said,  in  such  a 
case,  every  thing  was  to  be  presumed  in  her  favor;  that,  without 
touching  the  question  of  guardianship,  he  thought  it  proper,  bf 
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means  of  the  remedial  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  to  restore  the  child 
to  the  quiet  custody  in  which  it  was  before  its  abduction.  But 
however  this  may  be,  it  is  believed  that  the  claims  of  the  petitioner 
may  be  sustained  upon  rules  of  strict  right,  testing  them  by  the 
analogy  of  the  law  govj^rning  the  case  of  a  foreign  administrator. 
A  material  distinction  exists  between  the  case  of  a  foreign  admin- 
istrator, claiming  merely  to  maintain  a  suit  in|  that  character,  and 
the  case  where  he  claims  to  assert  rights  which  accrued  and  vested 
in  him  according  to  the  laws  of  the  country  creating  him  such. 
In  the  first  case  he  must  obtain  a  new  grant  of  guardianship  before 
he  can  maintain  suit,  as  well  for  the  reasons  before  suggested,  as 
that  bis  authority  cannot  strictly  extend  beyond  the  power  grant- 
ing it.  But  in  the  latter  case  he  proceeds  upon  his  rights  and  in- 
terest vested  by  virtue  of  his  fiduciary  character,  which  he  may 
prove  and  assert  every  where,  without  doing  more,  as  is  the  case 
of  a  foreign  administrator  who  has  there  reduced  the  personal  pro- 
perty of  his  intestate  to  possession,  and  thus  clothed  himself  with 
a  qualified  legal  right  thereto.  If  such  property  is  removed  to 
another  country  without  his  consent,  he  may  maintain  a  suit  for  it 
there,  in  his  own  name,  without  taking  out  new  letters  of  admin- 
istration. Story's  Confl.  L.  432;  2  Pick.  R.  11;  3  Mason,  605,  sec.  18. 
His  claim  to  maintain  suit  in  such  case  rests  upon  his  right  to  the 
thing,  and  not  upon  his  character  as  administrator,  although  it 
vested  in  right  of  that  character.  16  Mass.  Rep.  71.  As  it  seems 
to  be  admitted  that  the  same  rule  in  a  like  case  would  apply  to  a 
foreign  guardian  sueing  for  property,  no  reason  occurs  to  me  against 
the  extension  of  the  rule  to  the  case  of  such  guardian  sueing  for 
the  custody  of  the  person  of  his  ward.  In  this  case  Alston  was 
fully  invested  in  Tennessee  with  the  care  and  control  of  these  mi- 
nors, and  the  right  to  the  custody  of  their  persons,  they  being  resi- 
dents and  domiciled  in  that  state  at  the  time  of  his  appointment. 

It  is  said,  however,  that  the  guardian's  righjt  to  the  custody  of 
the  person  of  his  ward  bears  no  analogy  to  that  in  reference  to  his 
property.  It  is  true  that  this  right  is  not  strictly  a  right  of  prop- 
erty, but  I  apprehend  that  it  is  not  op  that  account  less  perfect  and 
complete,  nor  less  entitled  to  judicial  notice  and  protection,  than  if 
it  pertained  to  things  real  or  personal.  Such  a  guardian  has  not 
a  mere  office  or  authority,  but  has  an  interest  in  the  custody  of 
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the  person  of  his  ward;  that  it  is  not  a  right  of  that  imperfect  obli- 
gation of  which  courts  of  justice  do  not  take  cognizance,  is  evi- 
dent from  the  fact  that  prior  to  the  statutes  of  Westminster  2,  ch. 
35,  giving  the  writ  of  ravishment  of  ward,  the  guardian  might 
recover  damages  by  his  action  of  trespass  at  conmion  law  for  the 
taking  away  of  his  ward.  Bingham  on  I<ifancy,  168,  sec.  7. 
But  it  is  believed  that  the  courts  of  our  state  should  at  all  times  so 
fiur  recognize  letters  of  foreign  guardianship,  as  to  pemut  the 
guardian  to  be  heard  on  his  claim  to  the  restitution  of  the  custody 
of  his  ward,  which  had  been  wrongfully  taken  from  him.  It  is 
properly  a  mere  question  of  evidence;  the  &ct  of  a  foreign  goaidi- 
anship  or  not,  should  be  the  only  inquiry.  Our  laws  as  to  some 
purposes  seem  to  reci^nize  the  foreign  grant  of  letters  as  evidence 
of  the  simple  fact  of  such  guardianship.  Howard  &  HntchiosoD, 
340,  sec.  18.  But  then  it  is  contended  that  such  guardianship 
confers  no  power  when  so  proved.  Such  a  rule  in  r^faid  to  prop- 
erty rights  is,  as  we  have  seen,  a  mere  rule  of  the  courts,  ibunded 
on  considerations  of  public  policy,  which  have  no  bearing  upon  a 
case  like  this.  Neither  the  researches  of  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  defendants,  nor  those  of  my  own  have  furnished  me  with  aof 
adjudged  case  applying  the  rule  to  the  personal  relation  between 
guardian  and  ward.  Such  relation  would  seem  of  itself  to  con- 
fer the  right  here  insisted  on. 

By  the  common  law,  a  guardian  has  equally  the  care  and  con- 
trol of  both  the  person  and  property  of  his  ward.  The  civil  lav 
practice  of  placing  the  care  of  the  person  of  a  minor  in  one  set  of 
hands,  and  that  of  his  property  in  another,  has  not  been  adopted 
in  this  country.  Such  guardian  is  to  be  considered,  so  &r  as  the 
|)erson  of  his  ward  is  concerned,  as  standing  in  loco  parentis^ 
clothed  with  the  same  power  as  the  father  or  natural  goardian, 
who  certainly  could  maintain  a  habeas  carpus,  in  a  case  like  this, 
for  the  recovery  of  his  children. 

Sir  William  Blackstone,  in  treating  of  the  /^er^ono/ relation  of 
guardian  and  ward,  says,  that  their  power  and  reciprocal  dotjr  an 
the  same,  pro  tempore,  as  Aat  of  father  and  child.  1  Black 
Coot  463. 

I  am  aware  that  Judge  Story  has  stated  the  rule  to  be,  that  a 
foreign  guardian  can  exercise  no  authority  over  either  the  peison 
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or  personal  property  of  his  ward  in  another  state;  and  he  puts  the 
rale  upon  the  same  reasoning  and  policy  which  restricts  the 
authority  of  foreign  executors  or  administrators.  Story's  Gonfl. 
Laws,  414.  |f  he  means  by  this  that  a  grant  of  letters  in  one 
state  conferred  no  power  oyer  the  person  of  a  minor  domiciled  in 
another  state,  he  is  undoubtedly  correct;  but  if,  as  is  contended, 
he  means  the  guardian  of  the  ward^s  domicil  cannot  recover  him 
in  another  state,  without  new  letters,  then,  with  great  deference 
to  the  opinion  of  that  learned  judge,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  rea- 
son and  policy  of  the  rule  fails  entirely  when  applied  to  the  case 
of  a  guardian  asking  merely  for  the  custody  of  the  person  of  his 
ward,  which  had  been  violently  and  wrongfully  wrested  from 
him.  It  is  quite  certain  that  the  cases  of  Monrel  v.  Dickey,  1  John. 
Ch.  R.  153,  and  Cait  v.  Wickey,  4  Gill  &  John.  K  332,  referred 
to  by  the  learned  judge,  lay  down  no  suidi  rule  with  reference  tp 
the  guardian's  autnority  over  the  person  of  his  ward.  To  require 
that  a  foreign  guardian,  whose  ward  had  been  forcibly  abducted, 
should  take  out  new  letters  of  guardianship  wherever  his  ward 
might  be  found,  before  his  claim  to  restitution  would  be  recog- 
nized, would  be  ''to  palter  with  him,  and  cheat,  him  with  the 
words  of  promise;"  The  publicity  of  such  an  act,  and  the  neces- 
sary delay  in  accomplishing  it,  would  be  but  so  many  signals  to 
the  abductor  to  flee  to  another  jurisdiction,  still  requiring  new  let- 
ters, and  so  toties  gtu)ties,  until  justice,  weary  in  pursuit,  would 
flag  in  utter  despair.   ' 

To  compel  Alston  to  obtain  letters  of  guardianship. in  this  state 
before  be  can  be  heard  to  assert  his.  claim  to  the  custody  of  his 
wards,  would  place  upon  him  impossible  conditions,  and  would 
be  tantamount  to  a  total  denial  of  his  rights.  It  will  be  remen^- 
bered  that  the  probate  court  of  MarshaU  county,  in  this  state^  has 
already  granted  letters  to  Foster  and  wife.  Alston  would  be 
compelled  to  apply  to  the  same  court,  the  ipinors  being  now  resi- 
dent in  that  county.  He  would  be  told,  the  court  has  already  ad- 
judged the  guardianship  of  those  children  to  Foster  and  wife;  and 
we  hold  that  there  cannot  be  two  separate  guardians  of  the  per- 
sons of  the  same  minors,  deriving  their  appointment  from  the  same 
tribunal,  and  each  claiming  the  separate  and  exclusive  custody  of 
such  children.  It  would  be  in  vain  that  he  would  urge  as  a  rea- 
Voi,.I.--62 


Tn       ^  SUPERIOR  COURT 

A]itoii«.FoMr  ana  Wife. 

mn  fer  rqpaidiog  dM  letters  of  Foster,  the  fact  of  iw  piior  gnm 
ittider  the  laws  of  Tenneoisee.  He  would  be  laid,  od  the  authotitj 
of  the  case  from  4  GtU  &  Johns.  Report^  we  oaniMt  DoUoe  your 
MteCB  granted  in  Tennessee,  and,  masmueh  as  the  letters  ve 
granted  to  Poster  are  in  accordance  widi  the  forms  of  the  kw  of 
this  state^  we  cannot  disturb  them.  It  wiU  thus  plainly  appeat, 
that,  unless  Alston  is  permitted  to  rely  upon  the  will,  and  his 
Mters  granted  under  it  in  Tennessee,  and  upon  his  right  to  the 
sustody  of  the  minors  which  he  there  acqui^d,  be  is  wholly  rem- 
ediless, and  that  a  claim  acquired  by  force,  and  attempted  to  be 
perpetuated  by  a  fraud  i!^n  the  jurisdiction  of  one  of  our  eomts, 
must  prevail  against  the  plainest  rights, 

I  think  dicte  that  it  will  appear  that  Alston  id  in  a  proper  posi- 
tixm  to  ass^  the  claim  which  he  makes  under  this  habeas  corpuij 
unless  he  is  forestalled  by  reason  of  the  grant  of  guardianship  in 
ttiia  state:  and  this  brings  me  to  the  second  branch  of  our  inquiry. 
It  may  be  laid  down  as  a  maxim  of  jurisprudence  of  univeinil 
application,  that  no  court  can  by  its  judgment  affect  or  bind  per- 
sons not  within  its  jurisdiction.  The  court  in  this  state  had  no 
power  to  grant  letters  of  guardianship  over  these  minors,  ihey  not 
being  in  legal  contemplation  domiciled  in  this  state.  To  emie 
the  legal  idea  of  domicil  the  residence  must  be  voluntary,  for  if  it 
be  by  constraint,  or  by  banishment,  arrest,  or  imprisonment,  the 
antecedent  domicil  remains.  Story's  Gonfl.  L.  46.  Besides  this, 
it  may  be  remarked  that  the  law  wisely  re^rds  infants  as  geoe- 
rally  incapaUe  of  changing  their  domicil  during  their  minority, 
and  fixes  it  with  that  of  the  father,  upon  whose  death  the  children 
still  retain  the  parental  home  as  their  domicil.  Story's  Gonfi.  L. 
44, 45.  In  this  case  the  minors  were  forcibly  removed  from  Ten- 
nessee, the  domicil  of  their  deceased  father,  and  of  their  testmnen- 
tary  guardian  into  this  state,  and  upon  this  residence  of  coDstiaiot, 
the  courts  of  Marshall  county  assumed  jurisdiction  over  their  per- 
sons. Oourts  of  justice  will  not  permit  their  jurisdiction  to  be 
either  sustained  or  defeated  by  fraud  or  violence.  Suppose  a  citi- 
zen of  Louisiana  was  seized  and  forcibly  brought  into  this  state, 
to  be  subjected  to  the  process  of  one  of  our  courts  at  the  iostasce 
of  a  creditor  here,  would  such  a  proceeding  be  tolerated?  Would 
not  a  judgment  in  such  case  be  regarded  as  a  mere  nullity  by 
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every  tribunal  having  about  it  the  semblance  of  science  or  civil- 
ization. It  would  be  a  disr^;ard  of  all  the  courtesies  due  from 
one  ^tate  to  anpther  to  permit  a  fraud  practised  upon  the  citizens 
of  one  state  to  be  consummated  through  the  tribunals  of  another. 
Such  a  state  of  things  would  not  only  Ibe  fraught  with  the  most ' 
startling  consequen(ies  to  the  peace  of  neighboring  communities, 
but  would  violate  that  comity  which  should  be  specially  observed 
by  coterminous  states,  who  are  members  of  the  same  general 
government. 

'  I  cannot,  then,  regard  the  defendants'  letters  of  guardianship, 
granted  in  this  state,  as  giving  them  any  valid  claim,  as  against 
the  petitioner  to  the  custody  of  these  children;  and,  as  it  does 
not  appear  that  Alston  is  in  any  way  unsuited  to  the  trust  with 
which  he  was  ch^tged  by  the  will  of  his  brother,  nor  that  the 
children  are  of  that  tender  age  requiring  the  special  and  exclusive 
care  of  their  mother,  their  custody  must  be  restored  to  their  testa- 
mentary guardian. 

Note, — An  appeal  was  taken  from  the  decimon  of  the  Chancellor  to  the  High  Court 
ofErrOTsand  Appeals,  where  the  caee  was  argued  at  great  length,  heCbre  Associate 
Justices  TuRirzB  a;nd  Tbottsk,  Chief  Justice  Sha&kst  not  being  present  at  the 
,  hearing.  Messrs.  Tubvxr  and  Tsottxr  reversed  the  decree  of  the  Chancellor. 
Chief  Jostice  Sharket  delivered  an  able  dissenting  opinion,  concurring  with  the 
Chancellor.    The  case  is  reported  at  length  in  6  How#  Rep.  406. 
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.    A.   . 

ABANDONMENT  OF  CONTRACT. 

Where  hj  the  terms  of  a  contract  the  acts  to  be  performed  are 
mataal  and  dependent,  either  ptrtjTttay  abaadon  the  contract 
oa  failure  of  the  other  to  comply  wiUi  hia  part.  McGraw  «.  Pal- 
ling, 857. 

ACCIDENT. 
See  CovDiTioN,  2. 

ACCOMMODATION  INDORSER.     ACCOMMODATION  PAPER, 
dee  Indobbia. 

ACCOUNT. 
See  ADMiHiaTRAToa,  1, 2,  R,  7. 

1.  The'repreaeutatives  of  an  administrator  c&nnot  be  compelled  to 

aeoount  with  any  person  but  th^  administrator  ile  bonit  turn. 
Miller  «.  Womack's  Adm'r,  486. 

2.  In  order  to  lay  the  foundation  for  an  interlocutory  decree  to  accoant, 

the  fact0  in  relation  to  the  accoant  must  not  only  be  put  in  issoe, 
but  there  must  be  some  evidence  to  show  that  the  facts  are  proba- 
ble and  the  equity  proper.  The  Planters'  Bank  «.  Stockman, 
602. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT, 
See  NoTics,  1;  Reomtbt. 

ADMINISTRATOR  AND  ADMINISTRATION. 
See  JvBiBDioTioif,  1;  Purohasbb,  1,  2;  Vbndob  and  Ybhsbb,  2,  3; 
Luir;  MoBT9A«i)  7,  6;  MABaHALiiiHo  AasBTa.    ' 

1.  The  final  account  of  an  administrator  has  not  the  conclosive  effect 
of  a  judicial  sentence  between  him  and  the  distribnteeB  of  the 
estate,  and  does  not  bar  them  from  proceedinr  in  chancery  to 


J 
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ADMINISTRATOR  AND  ADMINISTRATION.-cofi/iiitt«if. 

opeft,  falsify  and  surcharge  the  accooat.  Yertner  «•  McMonan, 
136 ;  ted  vide  8.  C.  on  appeal^  149. 

2.  Although  the  statute  requires  an  administrator  to  give  notice  of  his 
intention  to  present  his  final  account,  by  posting  up  bills  in  three 
public  places  in  the  county,  or  by  advertisement  in  a  neweptper 
for  three  weeks^  yet  in  practice  the  making  of  a  final  settJemeDt 
with  the  probate  court  is  usually  a  proceeding  purely  er  /Nirfe, 
and  has  not  generally  been  regarded  as  assuming  the  ch&ncter  of 
a  judicial  controversy.    Ibm 

9.  An  administrator  is  estopped  from  setting  aside  his  final  accoont, 
which  was  presented  to  the  court  jand  decided  to  be  correct,  for 
an  error  favorable  to  his  own  interest  and  prejudicial  to  the  estate, 
on  account  of  subsequently  acquired  rights.  S.  C.  on  appeal, 
149. 

4.  An  administrator  has  no  power  to  purchase  negroes  ^r  the  benefit 

of  the  estate  which  he  administers,  except  by  the  authority  of  the 
probate  court.    Briscoe  «.  Thompson,  155. 

5.  Whore  an  administrator  sold  a  promissory  Qote  belonging  to  the 

estate  of  his  intestate  for  slavesj  without  an  order  of  the  probate 
court  to  that  effect,  it  was  bdden  that  the  notes  or  proceeds  there- 
of could  be  recovered  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate.    16. 

6.  The  policy  of  our  l^w  is  opposed  to  the  English  rule  in  relation  to 

the  dominion  of  an  administrator  over  the  assets  of  his  intes- 
tate,   lb. 

7.  If  an  administrator  render  a  false  or  fraudulent  account,  the  proper 

remedy  is  by  a  bill  to  surcharge  and  falsify  the  account;  and  each 
a  bill  ought  to  point  out  the  errors,  omissione  and  false  charges 
complained  of.     Miller  v.  Womack'e  Adm'r,  486. 

8.  Where  an  administrator  wasted  and  appropriated  to  hisownuie 

the  estate  of  his  intestate,  and  died  before  rendering  his  final  ac- 
count, his  administrators  and  their  sureties  were  holden  not  liable 
for  such  mal-administration  of  their  intestate,  except  so  far  u 
property  of  the  mal -ad ministered  estate  came  into  their  hands 
in  specie  from  the  hands  of  their  intestate  unadministered.   Ibid, 

9.  Where  an  administrator  died,  having  in  his  possession  assets  of  his 

intestate  unadministered,  which  came  to  the  hands  ot  his  own 
administrators  in  specie;  held,  that  the  distributees  of  the  estate 
to  which  the  assets  belonged  could  not  maintain  suit  for  them, 
but  such  suit  must  be  brought  by  the  administrator  de  bonu 
non.  Ibid* 
10.  Distributees  cannot  maintain  a  suit  in  equity,  to  recover  property 
belonging  to  the  estate  of  their  ancestor,  without  the  assent  of 
the  personal  representative,  unless  it  be  averred  that  the  latter 
refuses  to  pursue  th^  property  himseilf.    lb. 
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ADMISSIONS. 
Se«  ^viBSNCBf  2.  ^      .. 

AFFIDAVIT. 
See  Pbaotiob,  9.^ 

AGENT. 
See  Prinoipal  and  Aobnt. 

AGREEMENT. 
See  Partnership,  14;  Evidbbge,  4. 
A  gratuitous  agreemeDt  for  indulgence  in  the  payment  of  money  may 
be  disregarded  without  violating  any  legal  or  equitable  obliga- 
,tion,  or  subjecting  the  party  who  disregards  it  to  any  legal  liabil- 
ity or  restraint.    Newman  v.  Meek,  441. 

ALIENATION. 

See  TREATt,  4.  /     . 

ANSWER  IN  CHANCERY. 

See  Plbadii^o,  7,  8;  Practice,  6,  11 ;  Evidence,  1,  3. 

1.  The  dei3ial  of  an  answer  made  on  information  and  belief,  is  not  suffi- 

cient to  disprove  positive  allegations  in  a  bill,  especially  where 
.the  equity  of  the  bill  is  not  charged  to  be  in  the  knowledge  or 
information  of  the  respondent.  McGuffie  v.  The  Planters'  Bank, 
383. 

2.  Where  an  answer  to  the  allegations  of  a  bill*  sets  up  matter  in 

avoidance,  it  is  not  evidence^  The  Planters'  JJank  «.  Stockman, 
502;  S.  P.  Ferriday  ».  Selcer,  258, 

3.  Where  the  bill  required  the  respondents,  who  were  executors,  ta 

answer  what  estate  of  their  testator  they  had  received,  and  what 
had  become  of  the  same,  and  the  respondents  answered  that  the 
assets  which  pame  to  their  hands  had  been  ej^bausted  in  payment 
of  the  debts  of  their  testator,  the  answer  was  hoiden  to  be  evi- 
dence against  the  complainants,  and  as  there  was  no  testimony 
disproving  it,  was  taken  as  true,  and  th€l  bill  dismissed.  Oakey 
V.  Rabb's  Ex'rs,  546. 

APPROPRIATION  OP  PAYMENTS. 

Wherd  a  creditor  has  two  claims  against  the  same  deil^or,  one  of 
which  is  well  secured,  and  the  other  not  secured,  upon  a  pay- 
ment being  made,  the  court  will  apply  it  to  extinguish  the  claim 
for  which  there  is  no  security.  The  Planters'  Bank  «•  Stockman, 
502. 
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ASSETS. 
See  PftBrsEBxoSy  Equitabli  Aeean,  Mae8hau.iiici  Aerars/ 

ATTORNEY. 

See  COHTBTANOB,  8, 4.        . 

ATTORNEY  AT  LAW, 

An  attorney,  as  soch,  has  no  anthority  to  receive  bank  notes  below 
par  io  paymeot  of  his  client's  debt,  nor  wfll  his  receipt  therelbr 
discharge  the  defendant  in  ezecntion.    Osgood  «.  Brovrn,  992. 

AUCTION. 

1.  The  rule  that  a  sale  will  be  set  aside  for  inadoqaacy  of  price, 

applies  only  to  private  contracts  between  the  vendor  and  por- 
ch aser  ;  it  does  not  extend  to  sales  by  auction,  unteas  tkere 
be  other  circamstfuices. going  to  establish  fisaud.  Newman  «. 
Meek,  441. 

2.  If  a  purchaser  at  auction,  by  fraudulent  management  or  misrepre- 

seDtation,  prevent  the  attendance  of  others,  or  use  any  infloenoe 
to  put  down  fair  competition  in  bidding,  a  court  of  equity  will 
interpose  and  set  aside  such  sale,  on  the  ground  of  fraad.    Mb. 


B. 

BANK. 
See  JcRiflDioTioii,  2;  Evinniicc,  8. 

The  cashier  of  a  bank  is  not  necesiarily  one  of  its  corporators,  and  is 
not  therefore  a  respondent  to  a  bill  against  the  babk,  nnless  made 
so  by  name.    HcGnffie  «.  The  Planters'  Bank,  383. 

BANK  NOTES. 
Sbs  Attornbt  at  Law;  Exbcvtior,  2. 

1.  Payment  of  an  execution  to  a  sheriff  in  bank  notes  which  are  at 

par  at  the  time  and  place  of  payment,  unless  objected  to  by  tbe 
plaintiff  in  execution,  is  a  complete  discharge  of  the  debtor,  what- 
ever may  be  the  subsequent  depreciation  of  such  bank  notes. 
Osgood  V,  Brown,  892* 

2.  If  a  sheriff,  having  an  execution  In  his  hands,  receive  bank  notes 

in  such  circumstances,  he  will  be  regarded  as  tbe  agent  of  the 
creditor  to  the  extent  of  making  that  receipt  amount  to  a  satis- 
faction of  the  execution,  and  a  discharge  of  the  debtor.    lb. 

3.  If  the  bank  notes  are  not  at  par,  their  payment  to  a  sheriff  is  no 

satisfaction  of  the  -executiou  to  which  they  are  applied^  unless 
expressly  assented  to  by  the  plaintiff  in  execution.    /6. 
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BILL  IN  CHANCERY, 
S«e  Plbadino,  1,  2;  iNJimoTiov,  1 :  CoBPOBATioiifl,  3,  4;  Practice, 
7 ;  Bank  ;  Foreolosvbb  ;  Administrator,  7, 10 ;  Supplcm en- 
TAL  Bill. 

1.  ff  the  bill  pray  that  a  contraict  for  slaves  sold  in  violation  of  the 
'    cotietitution  be  aitnulled,  it  shoald  offer  to  restore    the  slaves. 

Martin  «.  Broadus,  35. 

2.  Where  a  p:irty  who  has  boi!ight  land  and  heen  let  into  possession, 

seeks  to  enjoin  collection  of  the  purchase  money,  on  the  ground  of 
fraud  or  a  failure  of  title,  he  must  pray  a  rescission  of  the  contract; 
he  cannot  withhold  the  purchase-money  and  lik'ewise  keep  the 
land.  -  Williamson  v.  Raney,  112* 

3.  If  the  prayer  of  a  bill  be  for  an  injunction  alone,  no  other  relief  can 

be  granted.    76. 

4.  A  party  coming  into  chancery  to  have  a  contract  of  sale  rescinded 

because  of  the  defendant's  inability  to  comply  with  the  terms  of 
it,  must  show  that  he  has  performed  on  his  part  all  that  is  neces- 
sary to  outhorize  him  to  demand  compliance  at  the  hands  of  the 
defendant.    Mitchell  «.  Sherman,  120. 

5.  Infants  who  take  in  remainder  should  be  made  parties  to  a  suit  re- 

lating to  the  property.     Hunt  «.  Booth,  215. 

6.  Where  fraud  is  charged,  it  must  appear  that  the  party  was  thereby 

misled  to  his  prejudice.    Toung  v,  Bumpass,  241. 
7«  A  bill  in  chancery  to  set  aside  a  judgment  at  law,  charging  fraud 
.  in  the  original  contract,  cannot  be  maintained.    Allen  «.  Hop- 
son,  276.  * 

8.  The  rule  which  requires  a  plaintiff  to  show  a  subsisting  cause  of 

action  is  as  much  regarded  in  equity  as  at  law.  Chancery  will 
BupFily  a  remedy  where  none  exists  at  law,  but  will  not  create 
a  right  of  action  where  the  law  gives  none.  Hoy  «.  Hansbo- 
rongh,  533. 

9.  Where  an  amended  bill  Ibtroduced  a  new  and  substantial  cause  of 

action,  upon  which  a  decree  must  be  had,  without  reference  to  the 
original  bill,  ft  was  holden  to  be  demurrable,  and  was  dismissed. 
Dickson  V,  Poindezter,  721. 

BILL  OP  REVIEW. 
.   A  bill  of  review  can  only  be  filed  upon  error  in  the  decree,  or  upon 
evidence  discovered  after  its.  rendition.    Speight  v,  Adams,  318. 

BILL  OF  SALE. 

See  SUPIERSBDEAE,  2. 
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BOND. 

flbe  FORTBCOKIRO  BoND. 

1«  A  bond  with  cooditioD  that  W.  D.sboold  iDftke  or  cause  to  be  i 
to  E.  G.  W.  a  valid  title  lo  Ave  aectieiw  of  land,  claimed  by  siid 
W«  D.  aa  aaeignee  of  certain  Indiana  who  claimed  hj  virtue  of  t 
treaty  with  the  United  Statea,  whensoever  the  said  W.  D.  shall 
obtain  title  to  the  same,  is  void  for  uncertainty.  Wilklnaoa  f . 
Davis's  Administrator,  53. 

2.  If  a  claimant  give  bond  for  the  trial  of  the  right  to  property  levied 

on,  and  the  issue  la  decided  against  him,  he  haa  a  right  to  surren- 
der the  property  in  discharge  of  hia  bond;  and  if  during  the  pen- 
dency of  such  iaaue  the  property  be  taken  .out  of  hia  hands  by  to 
older  execution,  this  operates  aa  a  discharge  of  his  bond,  and  chan- 
cery will  enjoin  the  plaintiffii  in  the  junior  execution  from  en- 
forcing their  judgment  at  law  obtained  against  the  claimant  on 
the  trial  of  the  right  of  property.    Ferriday  e.  Selcer,  258, 

3.  The  liability  of  the  ohligora  in  a  bond  of  indemnity  arieea  exelo- 

aively  out  of  the  contract  aet  forth  in  the  bond*  and  ita  extent  is 
thereby  determined.  Where  a  bond  therafore  waa  conditioned  to 
indemnify  J.  M.  B.,  hia  heirs,  ice.  **  from  all  loea  and  injury,  dam- 
ages,  costs,  and  charges  that  shall  or  may  at  any  time  heraafter 
occur  to  him,  or  be  incurred  b>  him»  his  heirs,  dec,"  by  reason  of 
ins  liability  on  certain  promissory  notes,  it  waa  holden  If  the 
court  that  he  waa  not  entitled  to  any  remedy  either  at  law  or 
in  equity  until  the  contingency  had  happened  on  which  hia  rjight 
of  action  waa  to  accrue,  until^  according  to  the  terms  of  the  bond, 
he  had  sustained  aome  injury,  incurred  some  loss*  or  been 
damnified  by  the  payment  of  costs  and  ohargea  on  account  of 
the  obligor's  failure  to  disoharge  the  debts  specified.  Hoy  v. 
Hansborough«  533, 

4.  A  covenaot  to  indemnify  against  a  debt  is  not  necessarily  a  cove- 

nant to  pay  it«  The  ohligora  may  take  up  and  cancel  the  original 
evidence  of  debt  by  which  the  obligee  ia  bound  and  subatitute  new 
liabilitiea,  or  may  interpose  some  legal  defence  to  the  9uit  of  the 
creditor  and  defeat  a  recovery.  In  either  of  these  cases  the  con- 
dition ef  the  bond  would  be  fully  complied  with.    A. 

5.  To  recover  on  a  mere  bond  of  indemnity,  actual  damage  must  be 

shown.  If  the  indemnity  be  against  the  payment  of  money,  ac- 
tual payment  must  in  general  be  proven;  mere  legal  liability  to 
pay  is  not  sufficient.  The  rule  would  be  different  if  the  covenant 
were  against  a  liability  to  pay.    lb. 
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CERTIFICATES. 
See  Trbatt,  5. 


CHARTERED  PRIVILEGES, 
.  See  CoftPOEATioN. 

Chartered  privileges  cannot  be  taken  away  by  any  collateral  proceed-. 
ingi  nor  in  any  other  mode  than  by  tdre  /acia$,  or  information  in 
the  natare  of  quo  warraR/o,  rej^larly  proaecuted^at  law.  Bayleee 
«.  Orne,  161, 

CHILDREN.    See  Pi^kent  and  Child. 

Af  S.  J.  Alston  died  in  the  state  of  Tennessee,  leavingr  a  widow  and 
two  infant  children.  By  his  will  he  appointed  the  complain- 
ant, his  brother,  gnardian  of  his  children,  who  qualified  under  the 
law  of  Tennessee,  and  took  the  care  ^of  them.  The  widow  after- 
wards intermarried  with  C.  A.  Foster,  and  moved- to  t)ie  state  of 
^  Mississippi.    Foster  and  ^his  wife  went  to  Tennessee  with  an 

armed  force,  seized,  the  children  apd  took  them  to  their  residence 
la  Mississippi,  where  they  procured  for  themselves  lettera  of 
guardianship.  On  application  to  the  chancellor  by  the  testamen- 
tary guardian  for  a  writ  of  kdbeM  corpus^  to  recover  possession 
of  his  wards,  it  was  hdden  that  the  custody  of  the  children  most 
be  restored  to  the  testamentary  guardian,  and  that  the  letters  of 
guardianship  obtained  by  Foster  and  wife  in  the  state  of  Missis- 
sippi were  fraudulent  and  void.    Alston  «.  Foster,  732.  . 

CIRCUIT  COURT. 

1.  The  circuit  court  has  concurrent  jnrisdiotion  with  the  court  of  chan- 

cery to  try  the  validity  of  a  forfeited  forthcoming  bond  for  reasons 
arising  anterior  to  its  forfeiture.   Long  v.  U.  S.  Bank,  375. 

2.  The  court  which  first  takes  jurisdiction  will  retain  it.    Ibid. 

COMPENSATION. 

1.  The  rule  in  relation  to  executory  contrscts  for  the  conveyance  of 

land  is,  that  if  the  vendor  fail  to  convey  according  to  the  terms  of 
his  contract,  the  measure  of  damages  is  ^^\B  value  of  the  land  at 
the  time  of  the  breach,  and  not  the  price  specified  in  the  con- 
tract.   Gridley  «.  Tucker,  209. 

2.  But  where  a  contract  is  executed  and  an  action  is  brought  upon  the 

covenants,  after  eviction,,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  pur- 
chase money  with  interest.    lb. 
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CONDITION. 
See  Bond,  1,  3, 4»  5;  Peomissobt  Note,  1;  Gsakt. 

1.  The  failure  of  a  cooditioo  sobseqaent  in  a  grant  entitles  the  gran- 

tor to  call  for  a  re-conveyance  in  equity.  DAniel  v.  Jackowaj,  50. 

2.  Where  an  estate  is  granted  upon  a  condition  eubnequent,  &nd  per- 

formance of  that  condition  be  made  impossible  by  accident^  or  be 
prevented' by  the  grantor,  in  either  caae  the  estate  becomes  abao- 
hite.    Anderson  «.  Lewis,  178. 

3.  The  same  rule  applies  to  a  third  person,  by  whose  conduct  the  per- 

formance of  the  condition  was  prevented,  and  who  is  seeking  to 
avail  himseU  uf  the  supposed  divestiture  of  title.    lb. 

CONFIRMATION. 

See  COMYEYAHCB,  2. 

CONSIDERATION. 
See  Promissort  NotE,  3,  5  ;  Forthcoming  BoifD,  2. 

1.  The  covenants  in  a  deed  are  sufficient  conside  ration  for  a  promise. 

Gridley  «.  Tucker,  209. 

2.  Marriage  is  a  valuable  consideration  in  law,  and  the  wife  ntands  in 

the  light  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  and  is  entitled  to  the  same  pro- 
tection.   Armfield  o.  Armfield,  311. 

CONSTRUCTION. 
See  Treaty,  2. 

CONTRACT. 
See  Sale  or  Land,  1 ;  SVBCirid  PiRroRMANCB;  Statute  or  Frauds  ; 
Abamdonment  of  Contracts  ;  PossiBiLrrrBS ;  Dili,  im  Charqeby, 
1, 2,  4 ;  Inadb<ii7agy  or  Price  ;  Convbtanob,  4. 

1.  Courts  of  equity  will  relieve  from  ru  illegal  contract,  but  will  im- 

pob'e  such  terms  upon  the  parties  as  justice  may  require.  Marlio 
«.  Broad  us,  35. 

2.  A  party  cannot  set  aside  an  illegal  contract  and  yet  retain  posses- 

sion of  the  property  acquired  under  it.   Xb, 

3.  Every  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  must  describe  its  identity  and 

fix  its  locality,  or  there  must  be  such  a  description  of  it  that  parol 
•    testimony  will  readily  point  out  its  situation  and  boundaries. 
Wilkinson  V.  Divis*s  Adoj*  53. 

4.  Courts  of  equity  will  decree  void  contracts  to  be  delivered  up;  but 

where  they  are  sought  to  be  enforced,  courts  of  law  will  equally 
declare  them  void.    Allen  s.  Hopson,  276. 

CONVEYANCE. 
See  Treaty.  4,  7. 
1.  Although  a  conveyance  may  be  voidable  for  fraud  as  against  cred- 
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itorB,  yet  if,  by  agreement- between  a  creditor  and  the  fraudulent 
'  grantee,  a  portion  of  the  property  to  conveyed  is  applied  to  pay 
the  debt  of  such  creditor,  the  conveyance  will  be  holden  good 
to  that  extent,  because  the  property  has .  received  the  same 
direction  and  application  which  the  law  would  give  to  it,  upon 
declaring  the  deed  void.    Agricultural  Bank  v/Dorsey,  33d. 

2.  A  conveyance  which  is  voidable  only,  as  being  contrary  to  tlie 
statute  against  fraudulent  conveyances,  may  be  confirmed  by 
matter  ex  postjacto,    lb.  ' 

'3.  A  deed  to  land  made  by  an  agent  authorized  to  |^ll  and  convey 
the  same,  but  made  in  the  name  of  the  agisnt  for  his  principal,  is 
not  a  legal  deed.  To  make  a  conveyance  executed  by  an  attpr- 
ney  or  agent  binding,  it  must  be  made  and  signed  in  the  name  of 
the  principal.     Holmes  v.  Carman,  408. 

4,  A  contract  or  conveyance  made  in  the  name  of  an .  agent  or  atto)r- 

ney,  and  signed  by  him  as  for  his  principal,  is  not  the  contract 
of  the'principal,  but  merely  binds  the  agent  or  attorney.    lb. 

5.  A  conveyance  by  a  father,  who  was  largely  indebted  at  the  time, 

to  a  minor  son,  in  consideration  of  the  son's  past  services,  for 
which  the  father  had  agreed  to  compensate  him,  cannot  be  sus- 
tained against  the  creditors  of  the  father.  It  would  be  holden 
binding  between  the  father  and  the  son,  but  purely  voluntary  as 
against  the  creditors  of  the  former.    Dick  v.  Grissom,  428. 

CORPORATIONS. 
See  CHARTRftSD  Peevileoes,  Bark,  Evidehcb,  2. 

1.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  court  of  chancery,  as  such,  has  not  juris- 

diction over  corporate  bodies  to  restrain  their  operations,  or  wind 
up  their  concerns.    Bayleps  v.  Orne,  161. 

2.  Chanceiry  has.  jurisdiction,  at  the  instance  of  stockholders,  to  call 

the  directors  of  a  joint  stodk  corporation  ^o  account  for  any  abuse 
of  trust,  or  waste,  or  misapplication  of  the  company's  funds;  but 
the  jurisdiction,  in  such  cases,  is  over  the  directors  personally,  as 
trustees,  and  not  over  the  Oorporation.    lb. 

3.  A  suit  to  compel  the  ministerial  officersbf  a  corporation  to  account^ 

must,  in  general,  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  corporation 
itself;  but  if  it  should  appear  that  the  directors  connived  at  the 
delinquency  of  the  officers,  or  refund  to  bring  them  to  account, 
by  suit,  the  stockholders,  as  the  real  parties  in  interest,  would  be 
permitted  to  sue  in  their  own  names.    lb, 

4.  But  all  the  stockholders  must  be  parties  to  such  a  bill.    lb. 

COVENANT. 
See  CoNBiDBRATioN,  1 ;  Peommsoet  Note,  3 ;  Set-off;  Bokd,  4. 
Vol.  I.— 63 
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CREDITORS. 
See  Trnver  «nd  TftvarsSi  1;  M^jbbiaob  Abticlw;  Pbvbbmick. 


DAMAGES,  RULE  OF. 
See  CoM»nraATios. 

DECREE. 
See  AccouHi^  2)  Psactiok,  3,  4. 

DEED. 
See  Rtoistrt;  Notice,  1,  2;  Dbed  or  Tbuat;  Cohyvtaitcb. 

1.  A  deed  takes  effect  by  Tirtue  of  its  delivery,  and  though  it  be  in 

blank  when  signed,  yet  if  filled  up  when  delivered,  it  is  valid. 

Anderson  e.  Lewis,  178. 
3.  If  it  be  in  blank  when  delivered,  that  ebjectioD  can  only  be  taken 

by  the  grantor,    lb. 
3.  Where  a  deed  has  been  once  daly  executed  and  delivered,  a  sabse- 

quent  surrender  and  destruction  cannot  divest  the  estate  of  the 

grantee.    Whitton  •.  Smith,  231. 

DEED,  DESTRUCTION  OF.    DEED,  SURRENDER  OF. 
See  Dhd,  3;  Joint  Tbfahts. 

DEED  OP  TRUST. 
Se^  Trvbt  and  Tbvstis,  1. 
The  interest  of  a  grantor  in  a  deed  of  tmst  is  not  similar  to  that  of  a 
mortgagor,  nor  is  it  the  subject  of  lien  or  execution  at  law.  Mcln- 
tyre  e.  The  Agricoliural  Bank,  10&. 

DEFECTIVE  TITLE. 

See  InJUNOTioif,  2,  3;  Vv^idob  abd  Vbndbb,  6. 

One  who  buys  a  defective  title  to  land,  knowing  it  to  be  such,  mtist 
abide  the  consequences.  Williaqaaon  «.  Raney,  112 ;  S.  P.  Allen 
«•  Hopson,  276. 

DELIVERY  AND  CANCELLATION  OP  INSTRUMENTS. 
See  Cohtbacts,  4. 
When  any  description  of  writing  evidencing  the  liability  of  the  maker, 
whether  it  be  commercial  paper,  a  specialty,  or  other  form  of 
legal  obligation,  has  been  discharged  by  subsequent  events,  as 
by  payment  or  otherwise,  and  its  existence  in  an  uncancelled 
state  might  subject  the  maker  to  vexatious  litigation  at  a  distance 
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DELIVERY  Ac  CANCELLATION  OF  INSTRUMENTS— conrtnited. 
of  time  when  the  evidence  of  such  dfBckargo  m%y  be  lout  or  ob- 
scured, chancery  will  interpose  and  cause. the  iDstrument  to  be 
delivered  up  ai»d  canceiled.  Garrett  «.  Mississippi  and  Alabama 
Railroad  Company,  70. 

DELIVERY  OF  GOODS  SOLD. 
See  Vendor  andVENDBs,  10, 11. 

DEMURRER. 

See  Pleading,  1, 2«  > 

DEVISE. 
See  Will,  2;  Election  and  Satisfaction. 

DISMISSAL. 
See  Practice,  5. 

DIVORCE. 

Where  a  man  married  a  woman  for  her  property,  and  by  fraudulent 
means  deprived  her  of  her  separate  estate,  reduced  her  from  afllu- 
ence  to  want,  treated  her  with  neglect  and  cruelty  for  a  time, 
apd  then  abandoned  her  and  lived  in  open  adultery  with  another 
woman,  and  also  associated  himself  with  a  band  of  thieves;  or- 
dered by  thd  chancellor,  that  the  wife  be  divorced  from  the  bed 
and  board  of  her  husband.    Pulliam  o.  Pulliam,  348. 

DORMANT  JlJfDGMENT. 
See  Judgment,  6. 


E. 


ELECTION. 
See  Jurisdiction,  3. 


ELECTION  AND  SATISFACTION. 

Where  a  legacy  is  given  to  the  heir-at-law  in  satisfaction  of  bis  claim 
on  real  estate  devised  to  another,  or  on  condition  that  be  would 
not  dispute  the  will,  or  tliat  he  would  release  all  claim  to  the 
'  estate  devised;  in  all  these  cases  if  the  will  be  ineffectual  as  to 
the  real  estate  from  want  of  [Proper  solemnities,  the  heir  wjU  be 
put  to  his  election  between  the  legacy  and  the  void  devise.  Nntt 
«.  Nutt,  128. 
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ELECTION  OF  REMEDIES. 
See  EzBCVTiox,  5.    Purchabbr  at  Shbrifp's  Sali,  1. 
Frrad  is  equally  cognizable  at  law  and  in  equity;  the  peculiar  reason 
for  applying  to  the  latter  in  such  cases  is,  to  obtain -a  discovery. 
Allen  «•  Hopson»  876. 

EMANCIPATION. 
See  Parent  and  Child. 

EQUITABLE  INTERESTS. 
See  Equitablb  Relief,  If  Tevst  and  Trustee,  2, 3;  Lieh. 

EQUITABLE  RELIEF. 
See  Contract,  1, 2;  Trvst  and  Trustee,  2,  3,  4;  Sale,  I,  2 ;  Ihcitv- 
BRANcs ;  Iin/uNCTioif ,  2,  3,  4,  5 ;  Sale  of  Land,  1,  2  ;  Husbaitd 
AND  Wife,  5,6;  Nbootiable  Paper,  3;  Principal  and  Surety,  9; 
Corporations,  3 ;  Deliyery  and  Qancellation  of  iNSTRinrsNTS; 
Judgment,  7,6;  Lien;  Fraud,  3,  4, 6;  Mistake,  2,  3;  Auction,  2. 

1.  Chancery  will  protect  the  equitable  rights  of  third  persons  against 

the  legal  lien  of  a  judgment,  and  will  limit  the  operation  of  that 
lien  to  the  actual  interest  which  the  judgment  debtor  has  in  the 
estate.  Mclntyre  v.^The  Agricultural  Bank,  105;  S.P.  Walker 
V,  Gilbert,  85« 

2.  Equity  does  not  relieve  against  deceptive  acts  which  are  followed 

by  no  loss  or  injury.    Young  «.  Bumpass,  241. 

9.  Where  a  judgment-debtor  sold,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  a  part 
of  the  property  covered  by  the  judgment  to  a  third  person,  and 
subsequently  sold  the  remainder  to  another  person,  chancery  wiR 
direct  the  execution  to  be  first  levied  upon  the  property  last  sold, 
ond  if  that  prove  insufficient,  then  upon  the  property  first  sold. 
Pallen  v.  The  Agricultural  Bank,  419. 

4.  A  court  of  equity  will  not  grant  relief  on  accoont  of  irregularities 
or  errors  at  law.    Thomas  v.  Tappan,  472. 

EQUITABLE  REMEDY. 
See  Election  of  Remedies;  Partnership,  8, 9»  Bill  in  Chancery,  8. 

1.  In  order  to  reach  equitable  assets,  or  other. things  not  subject  to 

execution  at  law,  the  legal  remedies  fnust  have  been  exhausted  by 
the  return  of  an  execution  unsatisfied.    Parish  e.  Lewis,  299. 

2.  If  there  be  several  joint-debtors,  the  creditor  must  exhaust  his 

remedy  by  execution  against  all,  before  he  can  come  into  equity, 
unless  one  of  them  be  a  surety  to  the  others.    /6. 
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BftniTY  OP  REDEMPTION. 

An  equity  of  redemption  in  personal  property  is  not  subject  to  seizure 
tnd  sale  under  an  execution  at  law.  Valentine  «•  The  Planters' 
Bank,  727. 

ESTOPPEL. 
,  See  Administrator,  S;  Mutakx,  2;  Execution,  5. 

1.  To  constitute  a  sentence  or  judgement  a  bar  to  further  proceedings, 

it  must  appear  to  be  final  upon  the  whole' matter  in  controversy. 
Yertner  «.  McMurran,  186. 

2.  In  matters  of  private '  litigation,  no  one,  in  general,  can  be  bound 

by  a  judgment,  unless  he  be  a  party  to  the  suit^  or  in  privity 
with  some  party.   >/6.    '  • 
-     3.  The  acts  of  trustees  de  facto  of  schbol  lands  are  valid,  and  a  title 
given  by' them  cannot  be  questioned  by  their  successors,  nor  by 
any  other  person.    Moore  «•  Caldwell,  222. 

EVIDENCE. 
See  Answer  in  Changbrt. 
1*  An  answer  admitting  the  equitable  allegations  of  a  bill,  bat  set- 
ting up  mat'ter  in  avoidance,  is  not  evidence  of  such  matter  to 
the  court  on  motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction  on  bill  and  answer, 
and  the  inj,unction  will  be  continued  till  the  hearing.  Ferriday 
«.  ^elcer,  256 ;  S.  F.  the  Planters'  Bank  «.  Stockman,  502 ; 
Oakey  t».  Rabb!s  ex'r,  646. 

2.  Proof  of  admissions  made  by  a  deeeased  vendor,  at  a  remote 

period,  should  be  received  with  due  caution,  especially  when  it  is 
sought  by  such  admissions  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of 
a  statute.    Hood  «.  Bowman,  290. 

3.  Where  a  bank  answered  under  its  corporate  seal,  and  the  cashier  - 

made  affidavit  that  the  statements  of  the  answer  were  true,  to  the 
best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief,  without  stating  that  he  had  any 
knowledge  of  the  facts  therein  set  forth,  the  answer  waa  holden 
not  to  be  evidence  against  the  pofiitive  averments  of  the  bill. 
McGuffie  V.  The  Planters'  Bank,  383, 

4.  A  parol  agreement  cannot  be  admitted  to  contradict  or  alter  the 

terms  of  a  written  contract.    Newman  «.  Meek,  441. 

EXCEPTIONS  TO  ANSWER. 
See  Practice,  11. 

EXECUTION. 

See  Partnership,  1,  2,  3,  4 ;   Deed  of  Trust  ;   Satisvaction,  1 ; 
Sheriff;   Bane  Notes;   Husband  and  Wife,  4;   Sale,  1,  2; 
Equitable  Relief,  3;  Slaves  ;  Ec^uitt  of  Redemption. 
1.  The  interest  of  a  cestui  que  trutt  in  real  estate  can  only  be  sold  on 

63* 
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EXECUTION-con/int<«rf.  • 

execution  at  law  when  the  trustee  holds  the  naked  legtA  title, 
and  the  whole  bene£cial  intere»t  is  in  the  cestui  que  tnui. 
Mclntyre  «.  The  Agricultural  Bank,  105. 

2.  Where  a  judgment  was  obtained,  and  before  the  court  adjoomed 

one  of  the  defendants  applied  to  the  clerk  and  had  an  execotion 
issued  and  put  into  the  sheriff's  hands,  and  then  immediately  paid 
it  in  bank  notes  wliiich  were  ordinarily  received  at  par,  but  of 
which  great  distrust  existed  in  the  public  mind,  and  which  shortlj 
aftpr  became  much  depreciated ;  held,  that  this  issuing  of  the 
execution  at  the  defend  tint's  instance,  was  a  fraud  upon  the  plain' 
tiffs,  and  conferred  no  authority  on  the  sheriff  to  receive  the 
money  so  as  to  bind  them,  and  that  the  payment  of  the  bank  notes 
thus  made  was  no  satisfaction  of  the  execution.  Osgood  v. 
Brown,  992. 

3.  In  general  no  one  but  tbe  plaintiff,  or  his  attorney  of  record,  has 

the  right  to  sue  out  and  control  an  execution.     lb. 

4.  The  vendee  of  land,  holding  a  mere  bond  for  title,  and  not  having 

paid  the  purchase-money,  has  not  such  an  interest  as  is  the  sub- 
ject of  a  judgment  lien,  or  of  seizure  and  sale  on  execution  at 
•     law.    Thompson  w.McGill,  401. 

5.  But  if  the  vendor  and  the  vendee,  being  also  respectively  the  judg- 

ment-creditor and  tbe  judgmeni-debtt>r,  and  the  only  persons  enti- 
tled to  object;  expressly  or  tacitly  waive  the  objection,  ind  elect 
to  consider  the  interest  of  the  latter  vendible  on  execution,  tbe 
former  will  not  be  allowed  to  question  the  validity  of  the  sale.   lb, 

6.  One  defendant  has  no  right  to  sue  out  executions  against  himself 

and  the  other  defendants.     Reynolds  v,  Nye,  462. 

7.  If  a  forthcoming  bond  be  Quashed  by  a  void  proceeding,  it  remains 

in  full  force,  notwithstanding  that  proceeding;  and  an  execution 
subsequently  issued  on  the  original  judgment  would  be  irregular, 
and  would  be  superseded  on  application  to  the  court  from  which  it 
emanated. '  Thomas  v.  Tappan,  472. 

EXECUTION  OF  POWERS. 
See  Powers. 

EXECUTOR, 
See  Powers;  Probate  Court. 

An  executor,  as  such,  has  no  power  to  pledge  the  estate  of  his  testa- 
tor for  a  loan  of  money,  nor  to  create  any  lien  upon  it  by  deed  or 
otherwise.    Ford  «.  Russell,  42. 
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FEME  COVERT. 
See  HirsBANo  and  Wife. 

FORECLOSUI^E. 

In  a  bill  for  foreclosure,  it  is  not  necessary  ta  bVing  the  personal  repre- 
sentatives of  the  mortgagor  before  the  coui:t.  Trustees  of  Jeffer- 
son College  V.  Dickson,  474. 

FORTHCOMING  BOND- 
See  Circuit  Court;  Exbcution,  7. 

1.  A  forthcoming  bond  signed,  s^Aled,  and  delivered  to  the  sheriff  in 

blank,  to  be  subsequently  fdled  up  by  him,  is  void.  Dickson  v. 
Hamer,  284.  ' 

2.  A  forthcoming  bond  signed  in  blank,  and  aflerwards  filled  up  with 

a  condition  to  deliver  property  which  had  no  existence,  is  wholly 
without  consideration  as  to  the  sureties,  and  creates  no  obligation 
■  on  their  part,  legal  or  moral,  (o  pay  it.  Long  v.  U.  S.  Bank,  375. 
.  d.  The  validity  of  a  forthcoming  bond  depends  on  there  having  been  a 
substantial  levy  made  upon  actual  tangible  property  of  the  defen- 
dant in  execution)  which  property  was  restored  to  him  on  condi- 
tion that  it  should  be  delivered  on  a  specific  day  to  be  sold.  lb, 

4.  The  surety  oh  a  forthcoming  bond  is  not  liable  where  the  property 

levied  on  cannot  be  taken  in  execution.  Ib» 

5.  The  obligation  of  the  surety  is  not  that  he  will  pay  the  debt,  but 

that  the  property  taken  in  execution  shall  be  forthcoming.  lb. 

FRAUD. 
See  Sale  6t  Land,  1;  Promissory  Note,  5;  Cokditions,  2, 3;  Treaty, 
8 ;  Pleading,   2,  3,  4,  9 ;   Electiqn  of  Remedies  ;  Auction,  2 ; 
Vendor  and  Tendbe,  2,  4,  5  ;  Bill  in  Chancery,  6,  7;  HtiSBAND 
'  AND  Wive,  5,  6  ;  Inadequacy  op  Price  ;  Lien,  2;  Sale,  1,  2. 

1.  If  a  man  be  prociired  to  do  an  act,  even  through  fraud,  the  act  will 

bo  valid  if  it  was  such  as  the  law  would  have  compelled  him  to 
perform.    Young  v.  Bumpass,  241. 

2.  The  fact  that  a  trustee  made  a  sale  of  property  at  a  time  when 

money  was  scarce,  and  there  were  but  from  twelve  to  twenty 
persons  present,  is  to  evidence  of  fraud  or  unfairness  in  the  sale. 
Newman  v.  Meek,  441. 

3.  Where  an  Indian  claiming  land  under  the  Chickasaw  treaty  sold  it 

for  a  fktr  consideration,  and  the  purchaser  was  prevented  from 
perfecting  his  title  according  to  the  forms  of  the  treaty  by  the 
fraud  of  a  third  person,  who  obtained  a  deed  of  the  land  with  full 
knowledge  of  the  previous  sale  ;  held,  that  this  was  a  sufficient 
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FRAUD— conimuMl. 

excuse  for  the  failare  of  the  first  purchaser  to  perfect  hia  title,  an! 
that  chancery  would  perfect  it  for  him.    Anderson  «.  Lewis,  ITS. 

4.  Where  the  respondents,  with  full  knowledge  that  the  land  in  qao- 

tion  had  been  previously  located  by  the  cooiplainant^s  vendor, 
fraudulently  availed  themeelves  of  such  location  by  sabstiUiti^ 
another  Indian  of  the  same  name,  and  thus  jsecured  the  le^  title 
from  the  United  States,  chancery  granted  relief.     lb. 

5.  Such  a  case  is  not  distinguishable  in  principle  from  that  oft  person 

purchasing  the  legal  title  with  notice  of  the  prior  equitable  title 
of  another,  or  that  of  a  subse^juent  purchaser  with  notice  of  a  pre- 
vious  unregistered  conveyance.    lb. 

6.  A  ipinor  son  worked  for' bin  father  foar  or  five  years  after  his  mar- 

riage with  the  verbal  understanding  thai  he  was  ** on  wages;" 
but  there  was  no  agreement  as  to  the  rate  of  wages  to  be  paid, 
tiOr  was  there  any  settlement  between  them  until  the  father  be- 
came embarrassed,  pressed  by  his  creditors,  and  was  on  tiie  ?eife 
of  bankruptcy.  A  settlement  then  took  place,  a  balance  was 
stricken  in  the  son's  favor  for  $4,500,  and  the  father  conveyed  to 
the  son  a  tract  of  land,  valued  at  $8000  dollars,  in  payment  of  bis 
pervices.  The  father  and  son  continued  to  occupy  the  land  joiotlj; 
'  the  title  of  tb^  former  and  the  conveyance  to  the  latter  were  regis- 
tered at  the  same  time.  After  the  conveyance  to  the  son,  tbe 
father  conveyed  the  same  land  in  trust- to  indemnify  a  person  wbo 
was  his  surety  on  the  present  complainants'  claim.  Meld,  that 
these  circumstances  were  evidence  of  fraud,  notwithstanding  tbe 
general  denial  of  it  by  the  respondents  in  their  answer,  that  tbe 
conveyance  from  father  to  son  was  therefore  void,  and  the  prop- 
erty subject  to  the  judgment  creditors  of  the  former.  Dick  v. 
6ris8om,428.    < 

FRAUDULENT  CONVEYANCE. 
SeeCoNVBTAifCB,  1,  2t  Faa170,6;  Puechaseb,  4>  5. 

G. 
GARNISHMENT. 

See  Promibsort  Notb,  4. 

GRANT. 
See  CoHoiTioNB,  1 ;  Trbaty,  7. 
Where  land  was  granted  to  the  board  of  coanty  police  for  the  site  of  a 
court -bouse,  and  the  members  of  the  board  took  possession  of  it* 
laid  off  and  sold  town-lots,  bat  afterwards  removed  the  coanty- 
seat  and  the  court-house ;  held,  that  the  land  reverted  to  tbe 
grantor.    Daniel «« Jackoway,  50.  ' 
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GUARDIAN  AD  LITEM. 
See  Practice,  6. 


H. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
See  CoNsiDEiiATidN,  2;  Marriage  ARTICLB0 ;  Divorob. 

1.  A  ftme  coverff  claiming  a  separate  eptate,  canpot  sue  her  huflband 

by  her  trustee  ;  but  whenever  she  claims  in  opposition  to  his  mari- 
tal rightR,  she  must  sue  by  her  next  frienit.   Hunt  «.  Booth,  215. 

2.  The  intention  to  create  a  separate  estate  for  the  wife  must  be^ 

clearly  apparent  in  order  to  exclude  the  husband  from  the  right  to 
personal  property  given  her.     lb*      ' 
8.  The  mere  intervention  of  a  trustee  has  niever  been  holden  to  rest  a 
separate  use  for  the  wife.     Ih. 

4.  A  husband  made  .a  settlement  of  $2,000,  or  that  amount  of  prop- 
'  erty,  on  his  wiib,  in  consideration  of  marriage.  She  selected  cer- 
tain slaves  of  his  in  lieu  of  the  $2,000,  and  the  slaves  remained  in 
their  joint  po8see8Jon,.but  were  afterwards  levied  on  by  virtue  of 
an  execution  against  the  husband  obtained  subsequent  to  the  mar- 
riage settlement:  held,  that  the  slaves  were  exempt  from  execu- 
tion.    Armfidd  «.  Armfield,  311. 

5.  Where  a  husband  fraudulently  possessed  himself  of  two  promissory 

notes  belonging  to  the  separate  estate  of  his  wife,  and  with  their 
proceeds  purchased  a  tract  of  land  and  took  title  to  himself,  such  a 
purchase  was  holden  to  create  a  resulting  trust  in  fayor  of  the 
wife,  and  the  husband  was  decreed  to  convey  the  land  by  special 
warranty  to  his  wife,  within  thirty  days,  and  a  commissioner 
appointed  to  execute  such  conveyance  in  defkult  of  the  husband's 
so  doing.  Pulliam  «.  Pulliam,  348, 
6*  Where  a  husband  by  over-persuasion,  threats  and  false  pretences, 
induced  his  wifb  to  convey,  by  deed  duly  executed,  without  consid- 
eration, her  separate  estate  to  another,  who  received  the  rents 
and  profits  thereof,  the  deed  was  declared  to  be  fraudulent  and 
void,  and  the  wife  was  holden  entitled  to  receive  the  previous  and 
accruing  rents  and  profits,. '  '/6. 


IJIPOSING  TERMS. 
See  Contract,  1. 
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INADEaUACY  OF  PRICE, 
See  Auction,  2;  Sale,  1. 

1.  Mere  inadequacj  of  price  it  not  nifficiepi  to  eet  aside   a  contnct 

unlets  it  it  to  grott  at  to  furnith  evidence  of  frcud.  ^ewmtDi. 
Meek,  441. 

2.  It  it  true  that  inadequacy  of  price  createa  a  mere  presomptioB  tf 

fraud,  and  that  tuch  pretumption  does  not  in  general  attach  te 
judicial  aod  other  talee  at  auction;  but  it  may,  ccmnected  wi:k 
other  factt»  be  evidence  of  fraud  eveo  in  euch  aalee.  ReyncUt  f. 
Nye»  402. 

IXCUMBRANCE. 

Chancery  will  keep  an  incorobrance  alive,  or  contider  it  ^xtingniriied, 
afe  may  beat  tuit  the  purpotet  of  justice,  and  the  honett  intent  «f 
the  partiet.    Mclntyrev.  The  Agricultural  Bankj  105. 

INDIAN  TITLES. 
See  Tbeatt,  1,  3,  4,  6,  7;   Fraud,  8,  4,  5.  • 

INDORSBR. 
See  PaojfifltoET  Note,  5. 
After  the  holder  of  a  promittory  note  has  fixed  an  aceommodatioa 
iodorter  with  notice,  and  proceeded  against  him  to  judgment, 
tuch  indorter  becomes  a  principal,  and  is  not  entitled  to  the  aid  of 
a  court  of  equity  at  a  surety.    McNutt  v.  Wiloox,  116. 

INFANT. 
See  Bill  in  CHAWCBftT.  5;  Paaotice,  6;  Pareht  ahd  Child. 
A  married  man,  though  a  minor,  hit  control  over  his  own  actioDfl,and 
it  entitled  to  apply  the  proceeda  of  hit  labor  to  the  support  of  hit 
family.    Dick  «.  Grittom,  428. 

INJUNCTION. 
See  Rill  in  Chancebt,  2;  Peomiseort  Note,  3;  Bord»  2;  Practice, 
9;  Release  or  Errors,  1,  2;  Nuisance. 

1.  Where  the  right  of  poasetsion  to  property  is  a  matter  of  judicial 

controversy,  the  court  will  not  award  possession  to  the  complain- 
ant by  an  injunction,  on  the  unsupported  showing  of  the  bill. 
Martin  «.  Broad  us.  35. 

2.  Chancery  will  nor.  enjoin  collection  of  the  purchase  money  because 

the  complainant  f^iscovers  that  the  respondent  has  no  title,  or  a 
defective  one,  if  payment  of  the  purchase  money  be  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  making  of  a  valid  title.  Mitchell  «.  Sherman, 
120. 

3.  If  the  complainant  has  tendered  the  purchase  money  and  demanded 

a  deed,  and  the  respondent  has  refuted  or  been  unable  to  ooovey 


'6 
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a  good  title,  collection  of  the  purcbase  money  will  be  enjoined 
until  the  sufficiency  of  the  reepondept'e  title  can  be  inveatigated, 
and  relief  (granted  accordingly.    lb, 

4.  A  sold  B  goods  to  the  amount  of  $660,  and-  took  his  note  for  that 
*  «ttm,  with  the  understanding  that  A  should  receive  of  B.  notes 

'  •  .       *^°  ^^^^  pexsonfi  to  be  coUected  and  the  proceeds  applied  to  can- 

'  *  .  eel  B's  indebtedness.    A  placed  the  note  for  $560  in  the  hands  of 

^  N,  an  attorney,  for  collection,  who  brought  suit  upon  the  eame. 

B  placed  certain  notes  likewise  in  the  hands  of  N,  aind  took  a 
receipt  frpm  him  stating  that  the  proceeds  should  be  applied  to 
the  payment  of  B's  note  to  A,  then  in  suit.    Judgment  was  ob- 
^''  tallied  on  the  note  in  favor  of  A,  and  execution  issued.    N,  the 

',"'  attorney,  collected  $250  on  the  notes  deposited  with  him  by  B, 

^  and  carried  off  the  money  to  Texas.    Before  judgment  was  ob' 

tained,  A  wrote  a  letter  to  N,  instructing  him  to.  withdraw  the 
suit  aga^nat  B,  and  to  receive  the  notes  which  B  had  proposed  to 
give  him,  to  be  collected  for  the  use  of  A.  H«ld,  that  this  state 
of  facts  was  not  sufficient  to  enjoin  the  collection  of  A's  judgment 
Against  B,  as  the  letter  identified  no  particular  suit,  and  the  de- 
fault of  N,  the  attorney,  was  not  the  act  of  A,  hot  of  B's  bwn 
^gent.    McLaughlin  V.Clark,  385, 

5.  An  ii^unctloB  will  not  be  granted  at  the  inetance  of  atookholders 
^  against  the  president  and  cashier  of  a,  bank,  restraining  them' 
''                        ^rom  the  exerciae  of  their  functions,  for  an  alleged  malfeasance 

in  office.    Baylesa  «.  Ome,  16L  ' 

'  IRREGULARITY. 

See  Praotioe,  1;  Ezkovtion,  7. 

:l 

•  J.  ■        . 

JOINT  TENANCY. 
See  Partnebsbip,  7, 
Where  one  of  Jwo  joint  tenants  surrendered  the  deed  to  the  original 
grantor,  and  suffered  him  to  convey  the  land  in  trust  to  a  third 
party  for  the  use  of  the  joint  tenants  and  ceruin  of  their  credit- 
ots,  the  whole  transaction  was  holden  to  be  void.  Whitton  « 
Smith,  231. 

JUDGxMENT. 

See  iNJiTNCTioif ,  4  ;  Lien,  1 ;  Trvst  and  TstrsTBc.  2,  ? ,  Eqititablb 
RstiBF,  1;  Notice,  4j  Principal  and  Surety,  6^ 
1.  Where  two  judgments  are  obtained  against  different  parties  to  the 
same  obligation,  a  Uvy  on  the  property  of  one  party  ^oes  not  dis- 
charge  the  judgment  against  the  other.    McNutt'«.  Wilcox  116 
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2.  Nothing^  bat  actual  satisfaction  of  one  of  the  judgments  will  dis- 

charge tbe  other.    /&.> 

3.  And  even  in  that  case,  the  plaintiff  oiay  have  execution  against 

the  other  pariy  for  costs.    lb, 

4.  A  bill  in  chancery  to  set  aside  a  judgment  at  law,  charging  fraud 

and  illegality  in  the  Original  contract,  cannot  be   maintained, 
AUen  V,  Hopson,  276. 
6.  Sttch  a  defence  might  have  been  made  at  law,  and  tbe  complainant 
is  precluded  by  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  law  from  coming 
into  chancery,     lb. 

6.  Where  a  plaintiff  neglected  to  enforce  his  judgoneot  fbr  a  period  of 

four  years,  it  was  held  to  be  fraudulent  as  against  bona  fide  pnr- 
^  chasers  from  the  judgment  debtor.    Hpeight  «.  Adams,  318. 

7.  Where  a  judgment  at  law  has  been  obtained  without  notice  to  the 

defendant,  equity  will  grant  relief,  provided  he  disclose  a  merito- 
rious defence  to  thb  action  at  law.  Walker  «.  Gilbert, 85. 
$•  Although  a  judgment,  at  law  is  conclusive  upon  the  defendant  as  to 
every  matter  of  defence  of  which  he  could  fairly  have  availed  him- 
self, yet  if  the  matter  relied  on  could  not  have  been  received  as 
a  defend^  hy  reason  of  its  equitable  character,  or  the  forms  of 
pleading,  chancery  will  give  relief,  though  there  may  have  been 
an  inefecAual  attempt  to  defend  at  law.    Ferriday  «•  8elcer,  2Sd. 


JUDICIAL  SENTENCE,    JUDICIAL  DECISION. 
See  A»MXXianiATOR,  1 ;  EsTopraL,  1, 2 ;  Judombnt,  $ ;  Mistake,  2. 

JURISDICTION. 
Sea  Rbnt{  Mistaei,  I;  Peaotici,  10;  Coepoeatiohb,  1,  2;  Will,  1; 
Cmcvf T  Couet;  Maeshallino  Assets,  4. 

L  The  provision  in  tbe  Constitution  of  Mississippi  for  a  court  of  pro- 
bate in  eaeh  county  cannot  be  construed  as  taking  away  from  the 
conn  of  chancery  and  conferring  exclusively  upon  the  probate 
eoEft  any  matter  of  equity  jurisdiction  which  originally  belonged 
to  the  courts  of  equity,  nor  as  prohibiting  a  court  of  chancery 
from  interfering  where  tbe  court  of.  probate  is  inadequate  to  the 
relief  sought.  Wherever  there  is  no  remedy,  or  an  imperfect  one, 
in  the  probate  court,  although  the  subject-matter  be  testamentary 
or  of  administration,  the  court  of  cbancery  may  rightfully  inter- 
fere*   Yertnere^  McMorran,  136;  Std  vide  S.  C.  on  Appeal,  149. 

2»  The  legality  of  the  election  of  trustees  of  the  sixteenth  section  of 
school  lands  cannot  be  questioned  by  a  bill  in  chancery  charging 
the  election  to  be  Illegal,  and  praying  an  injunction  to  prevent 
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them  from  ditcharging  the  dutiei  of  their  office.  It  can  only  be 
done  ]iy  an  information  in  the  nature  of  quo  warranio  prosecuted 
before  the  proper  tribunal.  Moore  «.  Caldwell,  222, 
d.  To  give  the  conrt  of  chancery  jurisdiction  in  the  case  of  a  single 
defendant,  he  must  be  served  with  process  within  the  limits  of 
this  state,  or  some  property  or  chose  in  action  must  be  found  here 
upon  which  the  conrt  can  proceed  in  rem.  Hunt  v,  Johnson,  282. 
4.  As  by  the  very  nature  of  proceedings  on  a  forthcoming  bond,  the 
obligor  can  have  no  day  in  a  court  of  law  to  question  its  validity, 
this  would  be  sufficient  to  give  chancery  jurisdiction  of  the  eub- 
jeet,  even  if  it  did  not  otherwise  exist.  Long  v.  Unil^d  States 
Bank,  375. 


L.  % 

LEVY. 

See  SATiSFACTioff ;  Judoment,  1 ;  Principal  ahd  Subbtv,  7,  8. 
After  a  sufficient  levy  on  the  debtor's  property,  he  is  liable  to  no 
further  distress  so  long  as  the  property  is  withheld  from  him;  but 
if  the  levy* be  dismissed  and  the  property  restored  to  him,  he  is 
liable  to  a  new  levy.    Ferriday  v.  Seicer,  266. 

LIEN. 
See  EquiTABLv  RalIbv,  1 ;  Deed  of  Trvst  ;  Mobtoaoe,  2 ;  Ysfrnoa 
AND  Vendee,  10,  11 ;  Execution,  4,  5. 

1.  The  law  is  well  settled  that  the  lien  of  a  judgment  creditor  upon 

the  lands  of  the  debtor  is  subject  to  all  the  equities  of  third  per- 
sons which  existed  at  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  judgment, 
and  chancery  will  limit  such  lien  to  the  actual  interest  of  the 
judgment-debior  in  the  estate.  Walker  «.  Gilbert,  85;  S.  P. 
Mclntyre  v.  The  Agricultural  Bank,  105. 

2.  A  and  B,  administrators,  sold  a  slave  of  their  intestate  to  C,  who 

failed  to  pay  the  purchase-money^  The  slave  was  levied  on  and 
sold  by  virtue  of  an  execution  against  C,  and  was  bought  by  D. 
The  administrators  were  both  present  at  the  sale.  One  of  them 
urged  D  to  buy  the  slave,  and  told  him  that  the  title  would  be 
good;  in  consequence  of  which  D  bought  the  slave.  A  and  B 
then  filed  their  bill,  as  administrators,  to  enforce  their  statutory 
lien  on  the  slave  for  the  purchase-money.  Held,  that  the  slave  in 
D's  hands  was  discharged  of  the  lien,  in  consequence  of  the  fraud- 
ulent acta  of  the  administrators.  Ford  «.  McQeliee,  460. 
3»  Where  an  execution  was  returned  ** satisfied,"  and  the  plaintiff's 
receipt  for  the  money  entered  of  record  by  his  consent,  although 
Vol.  L— 64 
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no  money  was  in  ftet  paid,  and  a  third  peiMm  rabaeqneDtly  par- 
chased  property  of  the  defendant  in  execution  on  which  the  jodg- 
ment  was  a  Men ;  held,  that  the  purchaier  took  the  property  dia- 
diarged  of  the  jodgment-lien.    Serier  «.Roa8,519. 

4.  Where  a  procntaaory  note  expreaaed  on  iti  face  that  it  waa  given  to 

aecure  the  parcbaae- money  of  the  land,  and  that  the  land  waa  aJao 
bound  for  ita  payment ;  held,  that  the  expreaa  lien  thua  created 
on  the  Und  waaHsai enable  in  equity,  and  that  it  might  be  en- 
forced again  at  any  aubsequent  incumbrancer  having  notice  of  ita 
exiatence.    Brigga  e.  The  Plantere*  Bank,  574. 

5.  Ai^arty  cannot  be  divested  of  a  prior  lien  uniesa  there  is  aome 

fraud  in  ita  creation,    lb. 


M. 

MANUMISSION. 
See  Blavbs,  2,  S,  4. 

MARRIAGE. 

Marriage  ia  a  valuable  consideration  in  law,  and  the  wife  stands  in  the 
light  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  and  is  entitled  to  the  aame  protec- 
tion.   Armfield  «.  Armfield,  811. 

MARRIAGE  ARTICLES  AND  SETTLEMENT. 
See  HusBANn  Ann  Wifb,  4^ 

The  claim  of  creditora  ia  never  an  objection  to  the  execution  of  mar- 
riage articles,  unless  they  are  creditors  by  judgment  or  other 
record  before  the  articles  are  entered  into.  Armfield  v.  Arm- 
field,  311. 

MARSHALUNG  ASSETS. 
See  GoMVETAacB,  1 ;  Eai^iTABtn  Relief,  3. 

1.  A  partnership  creditor  has  no  claim  for  the  payment  of  hia  debt  out 

of  tbe  eeparate  estjite  of  a  deceaaed  partner  until  the  claims  of  the 
separate  creditors  have  first  been  aatisfied .   Arnold  e.  Hamer ,  509. 

2.  Where  the  equities  of  the  creditors  are  equal,  and  one  has  a  legal 

priority,  he  will  prevail.    lb, 

3.  Where  the  assets  of  a  partnerahip  are  purely  equitable,  and  the 

surviving  partner  is  insolvent,  the  claimants  will  take  ^n'jMu- 
fu.    lb. 

4.  The  power  of  marshalling,  the  asBets  of  an  insolvent  estate  between 

aeparate  and  partnership  creditors  belongs  exclusively  to  a  court 
of,  chancery.    lb, 

5.  In  administering  the  assets  of  an  estate,  private  property  is  first  to 
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be  applied  to  the  payment  of  private  debts;  and  where  it  consti- 
totee  tbe  oikljr  available  foad,  partnership  debts  are  postponed  to 
private  oner*    Oakej^  «.  Rabb's  Ex.  646. 

6.  Equity  never  eompeis  a  party  having  a  prior  lien  upon  two  funds  to 

resort  to  one  only  in  order  that  a  junior  lien  may  be  satiefied  out 
of  the  other,  unlets  it  appear  that  the  one  which  is  not  affected 
by  the  junior  lien  is  fblly  adequate  to  satisfy  the  prior-  lien*  and 
that  the  remedy  for  realizing  it  is  prompt  and  efficient.  Briggs 
9.  The  Planters*  Bank,  574. 

7.  Where  there  were  two  liens  upon  the  same  land,  the  first  being  a 

judgment  at  Ikw  and  the  second  a  decree  in  equity,  the  land  was 
ordered  to  be  sold  subject  to  the  first  lien.    /6« 

MISTAKE, 
See  Will,  1. 

1.  Although  mistake  is  a  subject  of  equity  jurisdiction,  yet  those  mis- 

takes only  are  relieved  against  which  occur  in  the  execution 
of  instruments  and  of  powers,  or  other  matters  in  pais,  Vertner 
V,  McMurran,  on  Appeal,  149. 

2.  Where  there  has  been  an  adjudication  by  a  court  of  competent 

jurisdiction,  neither  mistakes  in  law  nor  in  fact  can  be  corrected 
by  original  proceeding,    lb. 

3.  Equity  will  not  relieve  against  mistakes  caused  by  the  negligence 

or  inattention  of  parties  in  a  court  of  law.    lb, 

MORTGAGE. 
See  Foreclosure  ;  Noticb,  5;  Statutb  of  Limitations. 

1.  A  mortgagee  cannot  execute  a  power  of  sale  contained  in  his  mort- 

gage without  the  aid  of  a  court  of  chancery.    Ford  «.  Russell,  42. 

2.  A  mortgage  lien  can  only  be  discharged  by  re-conveyance  or  by 

payment  of  the  mortgage  money.    Heard  v.  Evans,  79. 

3.  Where  a  mortgage  was  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  note, 

and  the  note  before  it  matured,  was  cancelled,  and  another  sub- 
stituted in  its  place;  held,  that  the  mortgage  could  be  enforced 
for  the  payment  of  the  note  so  substituted.    /6, 

4.  Where  a  promissory  note  was  secured  by  a  mortgage  and  was  not 

paid  at  maturity,  and  the  payee  transferred  the  note  and  mortgage 
to  a  surety  thereon  and  received  his  note  in  full  payment;  held, 
.that  this  was  sufllcient  to  enable  the, surety  to  foreclose- the  mort- 
gage against  his  principal.    Humphreys  v.  Yertoer,  251. 

5.  As  between  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  the  fee  of  the  estate 

passes  to  the  latter,  and  he  may,  unless  the  contrary  be  stipulated, 
at  once  enter  into  possession  or  bring  his  action  of  ejectment. 
Trustees  of  Jefferson  College  v.  Dickson,  474. 
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6.  Although  a  mortgagee  may  seek  the  personal  aeieta  in  the  hands  of 

the  administrator  of  the  mortgagor,  for  aatiBfaction  of  his  debt,  be 
is  under  no  obligation  to  do  so ;  he  may  rely  ezdosively  on  his 
mortgage,  and  the  only  eflTeet  of  not  presenting  his  claim  will  be  to 
deprive  him  of  any  participation  in  the  intestate's  personal  iwop- 
erty.    lb, 

7.  Where  a  mortgage  is  duly  recorded  ip  the  life-time  of  the  mort- 

gagor, his  administrator  is  as  much  bound  to  take  notice  of  the 
claim  recited  therein  as  if  it  had  been  formally  presented.  lb, 

MULTIFARIOUSNESS. 
See  Pliapimo,  1. 

N. 

NEGOTIABLE  PAPER. 

See  Promissory  Note  ;  Principal  akd  Aatur ;  Notice,  10. 

1.  In  strict  commercial  law,  to  entitle  the  holder  of  negotiable  paper 
to  retain  it  against  the  equities  of  tbfrd  persons,  it  must  have 
come  to  fats  possession  in  the  usual  course  of  trade,  and  be  most 
have  paid  a  valuable  consideration  for  it  without  notice  of  the 
claim  of  third  persons.    Holmes  «.  Carman,  408. 

2«  If  he  take  it  in  payment  of  a  precedent  debt,  or  by  way  of  indemnity 
against  liabilities  incurred  for  his  immediate  indorser,  withont 
giving  any  present  consideration  therefor,  it  will  be  subject  in  his 
bands  to  the  equities  existing  between  the  original  parties.    lb, 

3.  By  a  statute  of  this  state,  the  purchaser  of  negotiable  paper  is 

placed  on  the  same  footing  as  the  original  payee.  To  protect  a 
holder,  therefore,  against  the  true  owner,  it  is  not  alone  sufficient 
that  he  paid  a  valuable  consideration  for  the  paper ;  if  at  the  time 
of  the  transfer  he  had  notice  of  the  rights  of  third  persons,  he 
will  be  decreed  to  deliver  it  up  or  account  for  its  proceeds.    lb. 

4.  The  holder  of  a  note  who  takes  it  with  knowledge  that  it  belongs 

to  another  can  stand  in  no  better  situation  than  the  purchaser  of 
a  chattel  who  knows,  at  the  time  of  sale,  that  the  title  is  not  in 
his  vendor,  but  in  some  third  person.    lb, 

NOTICE. 

See  Plbadiho,  5,  6,  7 :  Trvst  Atii^  Trvstee,  1 ;  Purchaser  at  Sher- 
iff's Sale,  2;  Mortgage,  7 ;  Reoistrt  ;  Purchaser,  1, 4 ;  LrBH,  4. 

1.  The  rule  seems  now  to  be  settled,  that  a  deed  nnduly  registered^ 
either  from  want  of  a  valid  acknowledgment  or  otherwise,  is  not 
notice  to  subsequent  purchasers.  Walker  «.  Gilbert,  85 ;  S.  P. 
Harper  v.  Reno,  323. 
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'^  2.  The  regiatration  of  a  deed  conveyiDg  a  mere  equitable  title  is  not 

'•  notice  to  sabeequeat  purchasen,  the  statute  operating  upon  none 

^  but  deeds  conveying  the  legal  estate.    lb. 

k  3.  The  possession  of  land  by  the  vendee,  under  a  deed  not  registered, 

t  is  such  evidence  of  title  as  amounts  to  constructive  notice  to  cre- 

ditors and  subsequent  purchasers.    lb, 

V  4.  If  a  creditor,  at  the  time  he  obtains  judgment,  have  notice  that  the 

debtor  has  conveyed  his  estate  to  another  by  a  deed  not  regis- 

I  tered,  this,  in  equity,  bindb  him  aa  though  the  deed  were  regis- 

tered.   76* 

5.  If  a  mortgage,  by  mere  oversight,  misdescribe  the  notes  secured 

by  it  in  regard  to  the  times  of  payment,  but  correctly  describe 
them  in  all  other  particulars,  and  the  mortgage  be  recorded,  this 
is  sufficient  to  put  a  purchaser  upon  his  inquiry.  Rollins  «.  Cal- 
lender,  205. 

6.  Whatever  has  reasonable  certainty  as  to  time,  circumstances  and 

persons,  is  sufficient  to  put  a  purchaser  on  inquiry,  and  amounts  to 

notice.    lb.    S.  P.  Harper  v.  Reno,  323. 
^  7.  It  is  not  necessary  that  a  purchaser  should  have  actual  notice,  nor 

'  detailed  information,  to  charge  him.    If  he  have  such  information 

as  gives  notice  of  the  substance  of  the  transaction,  or  as  leads  to 
'  actual  knowledge  or  detailed  information,  it  is  sufficient.    Harper 

V.  Reno,  823. 
'  8.  Whatever  is  sufficient  to  put  a  party  on  inquiry,  amounts  to  notice. 

lb.    S.  P.  Holmes  V.  Carman,  408. 
9.  If  a  purchaser,  without  notice  at  the  time  of  purchase,  receive 

notice  before  he  has  paid  the  purchase  money,  the  land  becomes 

bound  in  his  hands  from  that  time  by  the  prior  equitable  lien  to 

the  extent  at  least  of  so  much  of  the  purchase-money  ta  remains 

unpaid,    lb. 
10.  Where  notes  were  payable  to  C,  as  agent  for  F.,  it  was  holden  to 

be  sufficient  notice  to  third  persons  that  C,  was  not  the  owner, 

and  had  no  right  to  transfer  them.    Holmes  «.  Carman,  408. 

NUISANCE. 

1.  No  one  has  a  right  to  build  so  near  his  neighbor's  house  as  to  ob- 

struct the  passage  of  light  or  air;  but  the  mere  tendency  of  a 
building  to  obstruct  the  free  passage  of  the  one  or  the  other  has 
never  been  considered  sufficient  to  warrant  the  restraining  process 
of  a  court  of  equity.    Gwin  v,  Melmoth,  505. 

2.  In  cases  of  nuisance,  this  court  interposes  only  where  the  com- 

plainant's rights  are  clear,  either  from  contract  or  ancient  pos- 
session, on  the  ground  of  preventing  irreparable  mischief,  and 
the  thing  complained  of  must  be  immediately  hurtful.    lb, 

3.  If  the  thing  sought  to  be  prohibited  is  in  itself  a  nuisance,  the 

64» 
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coort  win  interfere;  but  where  it  ie  not  vntToidably  and  in  Itielf 
'  noxioM,  but  may  poetibly  prove  ao,  the  court  will  not  interfrce 
until  the  mttur  has  been  tried  at  law,  lb. 


O. 


OUTSTANDING  TITLES. 
See  Yaanoa  amd  Vkhdm,  7, 6»  9. 


PARENT  AND  CHILD. 
See  CoHVBTANCB,  5 ;  Fraud,  6. 

1.  Althou|(h  ae  a  general  rule,  the  father  ie  entitled  to  the  aenricee 

and  earnings  of  his  children  during  their  minority ,  resulting  from 
his  obligation  to  support  them,  this  is  a  privilege  which  the  father 
may  waive  at  bis  pleasure,  or  which  may  be  extinguished  by  ope- 
ration of  law.  Dick  V.  Grissom,  428. 

2.  Where  there  is  evidence  of  any  distinct  act  of  emancipation,  sach 

as  sending  a  son  forth  to  shifl  for  himself,  neither  the  father  nor 
his  creditors  will  be  permitted  to  assert  any  right  to  the  subee- 
quent  earnings  of  the  son.    lb* 

PAROL  CONTRACTS. 
See  Statute  of  FaAune. 

PARTIES  IN  REMAINDER. 
See  Bill  in  CnANoaaT,  4. 

PARTIES  TO  SUIT. 
See  CoRPOEATioN,  3,  4 ;  Bill  iir  CBANciaT,  4;  Bark;  Forbclosurs. 

• 

PARTNERSHIP. 
See  Marshalling  Aeem,  1, 2,  3,  4,  5. 

1.  The  interest  of  one  partner  may  be  sold  on  execution  at  law 

against  him  for  his  separate  debt,  and  equity  will  not  enjoin  the 
sale  until  the  partnership  accounts  may  be  taken  and  liquidated. 
Sitler  V.  Walker,  77. 

2.  The  only  interest,  however,  covered  by  sueh  an  execution  is  that 

of  the  partner  after  payment  of  the  partnership  debts.    lb. 

3.  The  purchaser  at  sueh  a  sale  becomes  tenant  in  common  with  the 

other  partoer,  and  does  not  thereby  acquire  a  right  to  pooooesion 
of  the  partnership  property,  but  takes  it  cum  onere.    lb. 
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4.  Where  the  interest  of  a  partner  is  thne  sold  on  ezecation,  the 

Bheriff  does  not  seize  the  pavtuership  property,  hut  the  same  is 
retained  by  the  other  partner,  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  partner- 
ship claims.    lb. 

5.  A  sale  or  assignment  by  one  partner  of  all  his  interest  in  the  part- 

nership property  operates  as  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership, 
althougfh  it  be  stipulated  in  the  articles  that  the  partnership 
should  continue  for  a  term  of  years.    Whitton  e.  Smith,  231. 

6.  A  partner  has  a  right  to  sell  the  whole  partnership  property  if  the 

sale  be  fi^  from  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser,  and  such  a 
sale  terminates  the  partnership  relation.    lb, 

7.  Where  one  of  two  partners  in  merchandise  sold  out  the  entire 

stock  and  invested  the  proceeds  in  land:  held,  that  this  dissolved 
the  partnership  and  created  a  joint-tenancy  in  the  land  so  par- 
chased  between  the  former  partners.    lb, 

8.  In  general  the  creditors  of  a  partnership  cannot  enfbrce  a  purely 

legal  claim  against  the  partnership  property  except  by  action  at 
law.    Parish  v.  Lewis,  299. 

9.  Where,  however,  the  partnership  is  dissolved  by  the  death  of  one 

partner,  the  legal  remedy  of  the  creditors  is  against  the  survi- 
vors alone,  but  they  may  proceed  in  equity  against  the  survivors 
and  the  representatives  of  the  deceased  partner.    lb, 

10.  The  right  to  apply  partnership  property  to  the  payment  of  joint 
debts  only  exists  as  between  partners  themselves,  and  they  have 
a  right  to  say  that  this  equity  shall  no  longer  exist.    lb, 

11*  A  sale  of  the  stock  in  trade  by  one  partner  to  another  puts  an  end 
to  that  equity,  and  the  joint  property  thereafter  becomes  the  sep- 
arate property  of  the  purchasing  partner,  and  is  not  liable  in^hie 
hands  to  tlie  claims  of  the  joint  creditors.    lb, 

12.  To  constitute  a  partnership  as  between  the  parties  thereto,  there 

most  be  a  joint  ownership  of  the  firm  property,  an  dan  agreement, 
either  express  or  implied,  to  participate  in  the  profits  and  share 
the  losses  of  the  business.    McGraw  v.  Pulling,  357. 

13.  A.  agreed  to  give  his  notes  for  a  certain  sum  to  B  for  half  of  B's 

stock  in  trade,  the  two  to  be  partners  thereafter.  B,  believing 
that  A  could  execute  the  notes  at  any  time,  suffered  him  to  act  as 
a  partner,  to  buy  and  sell  goods  in  the  partnership  name,  but  A 
failed  to  execute  the  notes  for  his  share  of  the  stock  and  advanced 
no  money  to  the  concern.  Held,  that  the  delivery  of  the  notes 
was  a  condition  precedent,  and  that  no  partnership  existed  until 
A  complied  with  it.     lb, 

14.  The  original  terms  of  a  partnership  may  be  waived  or  tacitly 

changed  by  the  conduct  of  the  partners,  and  new  ones  sobstitu- 
ted ;  but  before  such  terms  can  be  considered  as  waived,  super- 
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seded  or  dispenaed  with,  it  iniut  appear  that  some  new  ones  bin 
been  agreed  on  as  eubeti lutes.    76. 
15.  It  is  a  settled  rule  that  each  partner  must  bring  eomethin;,  either 
money,  property  or  labor,  into  the  common  fand.     A  partnerBhip 
formed  upon  any  other  basis  would  be  a  mere  nullity.    lb. 

PAYMENT, 
SvB  Bahk  Notcs;  Statuti  or  Feauds,  3. 

PLEA  IN  CHANCERY. 
See  Plbadiho,  4,  5, 6. 

PLEADING, 
See  Bill  in  Chanobrt;  Bill  or  Rbvibw  ;  Bank  ;  CoRPOEATioKe,  3, 
4;  Husband  and  Wivb,  I;  Practicb,  7;  Supplemental  Bill. 

1.  Although  a  complainant  cannot  demand  several  matters  of  different 

natures  against  several  defendants  by  one  bill,  yet  wbereafeo- 
eral  right  is  claimed,  although  the  defendants  have  distinct 
rights,  a  demurrer  will  not  hold.  Garrett  «.  Miss,  and  Ala.  R- 
R.  Co.,  70. 

2.  If  fraud  be  charged  in  a  bill,  no  matter  what  species  of  defence  tlie 

respondent  adopt,  he  must  negative  the  allegation  of  fraad.  An- 
derson «.  Lewis,  on  appeal,  206. 

3.  A  general  demurrer,  therefore,  to  a  bill  charging  fraud,  is  bad.  Ih, 

4.  And  so  if  a  respondent  plead  to  snch  a  bill,  he  must  desy  the 

fraud  by  his  plea,  and  by  an  answer  in  support  of  the  plea.   lb. 

5.  A  plea  of  bona  fidt  purchaser  must  deny  notice  fully,  precisely 

and  positively,  though  it  be  not  charged  on  the  other  side.  Uft- 
wich  «.  Orne,  207;  S.  P.  Harper  «.  Reno,  823. 

6.  It  must  also  deny  all  knowledge  offsets  charged  from  which  notice 

may  be  inferred;  a  general  denial  is  not  sufficient  Leftwich** 
Orne,  207;  S.  P.  Harper  v.  Reno,  323. 

7.  Where  a  subsequent  purchaser  stated  that  he  had  no  actaal  know- 

ledge, nor  any  detailed  information,  relative  to  a  prior  lieu,  this 
'  was  holden  to  be  an  insufficient  denial  of  notice.    Harper  «.  ReM, 
323. 

8.  As  a  general  rule,  there  must  be  an  answer  to  the  charge  of  fnnd; 

when,  however,  fraud  is  charged  as  the  conclusion  of  law  from 
a  particular  state  of  (acts  set  out,  the  reason  of  the  role  ftil'* 
Ross  e.  Duncan,  587. 

POSSESSION. 
See  Notice,  3. 
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It  ie  novir  well  settled  that  even  a  mere  posBlbikty,  ooupledf  with  an 
interest  in  real  estate,  may  be. the  subject  of  a  contract  which 
equity  will  enforce.    Aildersbn  «.  Lewis,  178. 

POWER  OF  SALE.  ' 

See  MoRTOAOE,  1.        ' 

POWERS. 

1.  Where  a  will  authorizes  the  executor  to  raise  money  on  the  credit 

of  the  estate,  through  banks,  and' he  procures  a  loan  from  individ- 
uals, this  is  not  an  execution  of  the  power  contained  in  the  will, 
,  and  a  deed  of  trast  given  to  secure  the  loan  does  not  bind  the 
estate.     Ford  «.  Russell,  42. 

2.  Where  power  is  given  by  a  will  to  raise  money  on  mortgage,  and  a 

particular  method  of  execution  pointed  out,  a  negative  on  all 
other  modes  is  clearly  implied,  and  the  method  pointed  out  must 
be  followed  strictly.    Ibid. 

PRACTICE. 
See  EzBGVTzoM,  2,  7  ;   HusBibNO  and  Wifs,  1 ;  Supersedeas  ;  Re- 
ceiver. 

1.  A  party  to  a  suit  not  affected  by  proceedings  in  it,  cannot  object 

to  any  irregularity  in  those  proceedings.    Pipkin  v.  Haun,  254. 

2.  A  party  who  has  expressly  or  tacitly  consented  to  a  decree,  will 

never  be  heard  in  an  attempt  to  vajcate  it.    lb. 
3*  A  decree  will  not  be  vacated  when  the  defect  complained  of  is 
such  as  may  be  remedied  by.  mere  motion.    Ib» 

4.  A  decree  may  at  any  time  be  rectified  in  case  of  omission^  where 

the  matter  omitted  should  .have  been  embraced  in  it  almost  as  of 
course.    lb.  ' 

5.  A  written  statement  of  the  complainant,  filed  with  the  papers  in 

the  case,  stating  that  two  of  the  defendants  were  not  brought 
into  court  because  they  were  found  not  to  be  interested  in  the 
matter,  is  equivalent  to  a  formal  dismissal  as  to  the  parties  not 
brought  in. ,  /6.  ■ 

6.  An  infant  is  entitled,  under  a  general  answer,  to  avail  himself  of 

any  defence  which  he  might  have  specially  insisted  on.  The 
court  will  not  permit  his  rights  to  be  prejudiced  by  any  omission 
of  his  gaardian  cul  lUem.    Hood  o.  Bowman,  290. 

7.  If  a  complainant  sufi^r  two  entire  terms  to  elapse  after  filing  his 

bill,  without  taking  any  further  steps  in  his  suit,  it  will   be  dis- 
missed  for  want  of  prosecution.    Doyle  ««  Devane,  345. 
.6.  Where  a  defendi^nt  at  law  transfers  his  case  to  a  court  of  chancery, 
upon  an  allegation  that  his  defence  is  equitable,  the  plaintiff  at 
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law  shoold'Elwtyi  be  ftlloiT^  to  proeoed  to  jadgment,  in  order 
that  ha  may  haVe  ezecQtioa  thereof  without  delaj,  if  che  defence 
to  hi8  action  be  not  aoetained  in  chanoery.  Anderson  v.  'Wal- 
ton, 347. 
9.  An  inju action  will  not  be  dieeoWed  upon  the  affidavit  or  anevrer  of 
a  perMB  who  is  no  party  to  the  bilL  McGuffie  v.  The  Planters' 
Bank,  383. 

10.  Respondents  in  equity  cannot  question  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court , 

after  iBiing  a  general  answer  to  the  bill,    Osgood  v.  Brown,  392. 

11.  Exceptions  cannot  be  taken  to  an  answer  in  support  of  a  plea. 

Lef\wich  v.  Orne,  207. 

12.  Testimony  in  chief  must  always  be  taken  before  a  reference  is 

made.  The  court  will  not  make  a  reference  upon  the  mere  fpaca- 
lation  that  parties  may  adduce  testimony  before  the  master. 
Planters'  Bank  v.  Stockman,  502. 

13.  A  motion  to  appoint  a  receiver  will  not  be  heard  until  the  respond- 

ent has  had  notice,  if  it  be  practicable  to  give  notice.  Mays  «. 
Rose,  703. 

PREFERENCE. 

Although  it  is  the  policy  of  a  court  of  equity  to  distribute  the  assets 
of  a  debtor  equally  among  his  creditors,  yet  if  one  of  them  has 
obtained  a  legil  preference,  that  preference  must  be  preserved. 
Agricultural  Bank  «.  Dorsey,  338. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 
See  C0NVETA.NOB,  3,  4 ;  VsinME  ahd  Ybih^be,  4. 

Where  an  agent  transferred  the  notes  of  his  principal  to  a  third  per- 
son, to  indemnify  him  for  an  indorsement  of  the  agent^a  own 
paper,  the  transfer  was  hotden  to  convey  no  title  to  the  notes,  but 
that  the  title  remained  in  the  principal.    Holmes  «.  Carman,  406. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 
See  FoRTHCOM INC  Bond,  2,  4,  5;  Indobssr. 

1.  One  surety  has  an  unquestionable  right  to  stipulate  for  separate 

indemnity,  and  to  apply  it  in  extinguishment  of  his  portion  of  the 
liability.     Thompson  v.  Adams,  325. 

2.  Such  indemnity  can  only  be  reached  by  the  other  sureties  when 

taken  in  frsud  of  them  or  for  thoir  joint  benefit,     lb. 

3.  Chancery  will  not  permit  a  plaintiff  at  law  to  enforce  the  collection 

of  a  debt,  when  the  defendant  is  surety  for  him  to  an  amooat 
larger  than  that  sued  for,  unless  the  plaintiff  will  fully  indemnify 
the  defendant  against  his  liability  as  surety,  more  especially  if 
the  plaintiff  is  shown  to  be  ineolvent.  Abbey  -«.  l^an  Campeo. 
278. 
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4.  A  sarety  hat,  in  respect  of  Ilit  liabilitf,  the  right  of  a  ereditor  as 

^gaiiuBl  hif  principal,  and  upon  the  insolvency  of  the  principal 
may  retain  any  funds  belonging  to  him  by  way  of  iodemnity.    lb, 

5.  The  rule  at  law  is,  that  where  several  persons  bifid  themselves 

jointly  and  severally  by  a  contract,  and  nothing  appears  on  the 
face  of  it  to  show  that  there  exists  the  *  relation  of  principal  and 
sarety,  all  are  regarded  as  principals.  The  form  of  the  contract 
precludes  any  party  from  averring  at  law  tbat*he  signed  as  surety; 
but  in  equity  the  true  relation  of  the  parties  may  be  shown,  not- 
withstanding the  form  of  the  contract.    Davis  «.  MikeJl,  548. 

6.  A  judgment  against  principal  and  surety  does  not  convert  the  lat* 

ter  into  a  principal  debtor,  so  as  to  strip  him  of  any  equity  he 
might  subsequently  acquire  against  the  creditor,  on  account  of  his 
character  as  surety.    lb,      '  < 

7.  If  a  plaintiff  in  execution  release  a  levy  on  personal  property  of 

the  principal  defendant,  against  the  remonstrance  of  another  de- 
fendant who  is  surety  only,  the  latter  will  be  thereby  released, 
and  a  new  execution  cannot  issue  against  him  on  the  judgment. 
IbidL 
8*  Where  a  levy  was  made  on  land  of  the  principal  defendant,  and 
the  plaintiff,  against  the  will  of  another  defendant  who  was  sure- 
ty, released  it,  and  had  a  subsequent  levy  made  on  personal  prop- 
erty of  the  principal  defendant,  and  the  latter  thereupon  executed 
a  forthcoming  bond,  which  the  surety  refused  to  sign,  but  which 
the  plaintiff  accepted  without  his  signature  i  the  surety  was 
holden  to  be  discharged,  and  the  plaintiff  perpetually  enjoined 
from  issuing  execution  against  him.    lb, 

9.  If  a  creditor  discharge  a  lien  upon  the  property  of  the  principal 

debtor,  which  he  has  acquired  by  virtue  of  a  judgment  or  a  levy, 
the  surety  will  be  equally  exonerated  as  if  the  lien  were  ac- 
quired by  contract,    lb, 

10.  If  the  creditor  release  any  security  for  the  payment  of  his  debt, 

the  surety  is  thereby  discharged  to  an  extent  at  least  equal  to 
the  value  of  the  security  released,    lb, 

PROBATE  COURT. 

See  Administ&ator,  2,  4,  5;,  Jirus diction,,!. 

1.  The  probate  court  is  the  proper  tribunal  to  correct  an  executor's 

account.    Simmons  v,  Henderson,  498. 

2.  Whether,  if  an  executor  be  charged  with  wasting,  an  estate,  and 

appropriating  the  proceeds  to  his  own  use,  the  probate  court  can 
appoint  a  receiver,  quere,     lb, 

3.  The  probate  court  cannot  take  jurisdiction  of  conflicting  rights  and 

remedies  of  the  creditors  of  an  estate  in  course  of  administra- 
tion beTore  it.    Arnold  v.  Haraer, 509. 
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PROMISSORY  NOTE. 
See  Ihdombe;  Ikjviiotiov,  4;  Lisir,  4 ;  Nbootiabls  Papbb  ;  Pkihci- 
pAi*  AHD  Aobnt;  SasRiFr,  1;  Vuidoe  aho  Vbhdkb,  4»  10, 11. 

1.  A  promissory  note  given  in  consideration  of  a  bond  that  W.  D. 

should  make  or  cause  to  be  made,  to  £.  C.  W.  a  valid  title  to  five 
sections  o^  land,  claimed  by  said  W.  D.  as  assignee  of  certaiB 
Indians,  who  claim  by  virtue  of  a  treaty  with  the  United  States, 
whenever  the  said  W.  D.  shall  obtain  a  title  to  the  same,  is  void 
because  of  the  uncertainty  of  the  condition.  Wilkinson  v.  Davis's 
{  AdmV,  G3. 

2.  If,  on  account  of  a  contract  between  A  and  B,  A  give  his  note  to 

C,  who  is  a  creditor  of  B,  A  cannot  be  relieved  against  it  bec&nse 
of  any  fraud  committed  by  B,  in  the  contract  with  him.     Wil- 
liamson «.  Raney,  112. 
8.  Where  a  promissory  note  was  given  in  consideration  of  certain 
covenants  in  a  deed,  and  the  note  wai  transferred  to  a  third  per- 
son who  obtained  judgment  on  it :  held,  that  a  failure  to  perform 
the  covenants  was  no  bar  to  a  recovery  on  the  note  by  the  holder 
thereof,  and  that  chancery  could  not  enjoin  execution  on  the  judg- 
ment.   Gridley  «.  Tucker,  209. 
4.  The  maker  of  a  promissory  note  was  garnisheed  by  a  judgment-cre- 
ditor of  the  payee,  and  answered  the  garnishment  by  saying  that 
he  was  indebted  to  the  payee  to  the  amount  of  four  hundred 
doHars.     On  this  answer,  judgment  was  rendered  against  him, 
in  favor  of  the  judgment-creditor,  for  that  amount.    Previous 
to  the  service  of  the  garnishment,  however,  the  payee,  without 
.the  knowledge  of  the  maker,  had  transferred  the  note  to  a  third 
person,  who  brought  suit  and  recovered  judgment  by  default  for 
the  amount  thereof.    Held,' that  the  transfer  of  the  note  gave  the 
holder  an  absolute  right  to  the  proceeds,  and  no  subsequent  act 
of  the  maker  could  divest  that  right.   Speight's  Ex.  v.  Brock,  363. 
.  6.  Where  the  makers  of  a  promissory  note  procured  the  same  to  be 
indorsed  by  representing  to  the  indorser  that  it  was  to  be  used  as 
the  renewal  of  a  note  on  which  the  indorser  was  already  liable, 
and  afterwards  it  appeared  that  the  indorser  was  under  no  such 
previous  liability,  and  that  the  makers  negotiated  the  note  for  a 
different  purpose;  held,  that  the  indorsement  was  procured  by 
fraud  and  the  note  fraudulently  put  into  circulation,  and  that  there 
was  a  failure  of  consideration  as  to  the  indorser,  who  was  thereby 
discharged  unless  the  holder  received  the  note  without  knowledge 
of  the  fraud,  in  the  usual  course  of  trade,  and  for  a  present  valua- 
ble consideration.    Nevitt  «.  Bank  of  Port  Gibson,  438. 

PROSECUTION,  WANT  OP. 
See  Practice,  7. 
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PUBLIC  OFFICER. 

The  act  of  a  public  officer  will  be  presume^  to  have  been  rightfully 
done  until  the  contrary  appears.    Anderson  «.  Lewis,  178. 

PURCHASER. 
See  Fraud,  3,  4,  5 ;  JtrooliBNT,  6 ;  Lixm,  3 ;  Notick^  1,  2,  3;  Plbad- 
iHo,  5,  6, 7, 8 ;  Pubohaskb  at  Sbbbiff's  Salb  ;  Tbvst  and  Tbus- 
TBB,  1,  4.  - 

1.  An  intestate's  property »  in  the  hands  of  his  administrator,  is  a 

trust  fund  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  and  distributees ;  and 
any  one  purchasing  it,  with  either  actual  or  constructive  notice, 
becomes,  ip»o  facto,  a  trustee.  Briscoe  v.  Thompson,  155 ;  S.  P« 
Holmes  v.  Carman,  408. 

2.  A  purchaser  from  the  administrator  is  'presumed,  by  law,  to  know 

whether  the  latter  had  power  to  sell  the  properly  of  his  intes- 
'        tate.   lb. 

3.  To  constitute  one  a  bonajide  purchaser,  there  must  be  a  parting 

with  money  or  property,  or  a  doing  of  some  act  on  the  faith  of 
the  purchase  itself  which  cannot  be  retracted.  Rollins  in  Callen- 
der,  295. 

4.  A  bona  fide  purchaser,  for  valuable  consideration  and  without  notice, 

from  a  fraudulent  grantee,  is  protected  against  the  general  credi- 
tors of  the  grantor.    Agricultural  Bank  v.  Dorsey,  338. 

5.  One  who  takes  a  conveyance  in  payment  of  a  pre-exjsting  debt 

from  the  grantee  is  not  entitled  to  protection  »sg«p^t  the  prior 
creditors  of  the  grantor,  they  having  the  stronger^uity.    lb* 

PURCHASER  AT  SHERIFF'S,  SALE,  '^" 
See  Execution,  6, 7,  "  -  .  ^    • 

1«  If  the  vendor  of  land  sue  tht^  v^dee  on  notes  given  fot  the  ptir- 
chase-money,  and  sell  tb«  land  itself  on  execution,  he  will  be 
taken  to  have  elected,  (though  in  an  irregular  manner,)  to  pursue 
his  lien  at  law,  and  will  be  decreed  to  convey  the  legal  title  to 
'  the  purchaser  at  sheriff's  sale.    Thompson  i7..McQill,40l. 
2.  And  in  such  a  case,  it  seems,  notice  to  ihe  purchaser  that  a  part 
of  the  original  purchase  money  is  unpaid,  will  make  no  differ- 
ence,   lb. 
^    3.  A  purchaser  of  real  estate  at  sheriff's  sale  may  apply  to  the  chan- 
cellor to  set  aside  a  deed  of  the  property  so  purchased  made  to 
defraud  the  judgment-creditor,  and  the  court  will  grant  him  the 
same  remedies  and  measure  of  relief  which  it  would  grant  the 
judgment  creditor  himself.    Mays  «.  Rose,  703. 
Vol.  L— 65 
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RECEIVER. 
See  Practicc,  14* 

1.  If  a  motion  be  made  to  apfmint  a  reeeiver  upon  b'ill  and  aniwcr, 

and  the  answer  deny  all  the  material  allegationa  of  the  bill,  tk 
motion  will  not  be  panted.    Simmoni  «.  Henderson,  493. 

2.  A  coAplaioant  ia  only  entitled  to  the  appointment  of  a  ncum 

when  the  i^roaoda  charged  in  the  hill  are  admitted  by  the  aom 
or  established  by  proof.    16. 

3.  An  application  to  appoint  a  recei? er  is  one  addreeaed  to  the  aoud 

discretion  of  the  court,  and  to  be  granteid  bm  auxiliary  to  tk 
attainment  of  the  ends  of  justice.    Mays  e.  Ro«e,  703. 

4.  In  order  to  have  a  receiver  appointed,  the  complainant  must  ibov. 

First,  that  he  has  a  clear  right  to  the  property,  or  some  lien  Dpoo 
it,  or  that  it  constitutes  a  special  fund  to  which  ho  may  resort  fa 
the  satisfaction  of  his  claim.  Second)  that  the  re^poadent'i  pot- 
session  of  the  property  was  obtained  by  fraud »  or  that  the  prop- 
erty itself  or  the  income  from  it  is  in  danger  of  loss  from  the  Def- 
lect, waste,  misoonduct)  or  insolvency  of  the  veapondeiit,  lb* 

RECONVEYANCE. 
See  GoMDiTioR,  1« 

REGISTRY. 
See  N0TICB4  If  2, 4. 
A  deed  unduly  registered,  for  want  of  a  valid  acknowledgment,  is  not 
notice  ;  but  such  a  deed  creates  au  equity  which  will  be  enfiuted 
unless  notice  of  it  is  fully  and  positively  denied.    Harper  v. 
Reno,  323. 

RELEASE. 

Although  at  law  a  release  of  one  of  two  joint  obligors  is  a  release  of 
both,  yet  equity  will  not  allow  it  to  operate  beyond  the  inteotion 
of  the  parties  and  the  juBtice  of  the  case,  Thompson  v.  Adams,  225' 

RELEASE  OF  ERRORS. 

1.  The  statute  which  requires  a  release  of  errors,  on  filing  a  bill  to 

stay  proceedings  at  law,  applies  only  to  the  defendant  in  exe- 
cution, and  not  to  any  third  person.    Sevier  «•  Ross,  519. 

2.  The  issuing  of  an  injunction  works,  of  itself,  a  release  of  errors  at 

law.    lb. 


INDEX  776 

RENT. 

Although  ehaneery  does  not  ordinarily  take  jurisdiction  of  a  caoe  for 
rent,  yet  where  the  time  of  payment  or  the  amount  to  be  paid  is 
uncertain,  or  where  distress  is  evaded  or  obstructed  by  fraud,  it 
tirill  entertain  the  case  and  gim  relief.  Bawson  v*  Williams^  99. 

RESCISSION  OF  CONTRACTS, 
See  Bill  ih  CHAHtBRT,  1, 8. 

RESERVATION. 
See  Treaty,  7. 

RESULTING  TRUST. 
See  Husband  and  Wivb,  5. 

1.  If  A.  furnish  money  to  B,  who  sgrees  to  purchase  land  with  it  in  the 

name  of  A,  and  B.  purchase  the  land  but  take  the  title  to  himself, 
a  trutit  results,  and  he  will  be  decreed  to  convey  the  title  to  A. 
Powell  «.  Powell,  134. 

2.  In  1834,  L.  placed  certain  slaves  in  the  possession  of  H.  with  the 

understanding  that  they  were  to  be  discharged  of  all  claim  on  the 
part  or  L.  if  H.  should  pay  him  a  particular  sum  at  a  certain 
time.  H.  failed  to  pay  the  money  as  agreed,  and  L.  then  con- 
veyed the  slaves,  in  consideration  of  the  same  sum  paid  by  M.  dc 
dc  Co.  to  one  Tyln  trust  to  be  sold,  if  necessary,  to  pay  M. 
Co.,  the  money  so  advanced  by  them  to  L.,  as  also  a  further  sum 
due  from  H.  to  M.  dc  Co.;  but  if  H.  paid  M.  dc  Co.  these  two 
sums,  then  T.  as  trustee  was  to  convey  the  slaves  to  H's  wife  for 
her  life,  with  a  limitation  over  to  her  children  by  name.  In 
March,  1839,  H.  paid  the  sums  specified  to  M.  dc  Co.  and  obtained 
their  release  of  all  ^laims  under  the  deed  of  trust.  In  1839  and 
1840,  B.  and  E.  recoveied  several  judgments  against  H.  and 
levied  on  the  slaves  as  his  property.  H's  wife  and  T.,  her  trus- 
tee, thereupon  filed  a  bill  to  enjoin  th&  sale  of  the  slaves 
and  claiming  them  as  her  property  under  the  deed  of  trust. 
Held,  that  H*s  interest  in  the  slaves  commenced  at  the  time  he 
paid  the  sums  specified  for  them,  and  a  resulting  trust  in  his  favor 
then  arose  which  pre-existing  creditors  had  a  right  to  make  avail- 
able for  payment  of  their  debts,  notwithstanding  the  form  of  the 
conveyance.    Hood  «•  Booth,  215. 
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S. 

SALE. 

1.  Where  one  defendant  ordered  oot  execution  of  a  judgment  on  wUch 

but  12  dollars  were  dae,  and  had  it  levied  on  the  property  of  the 
other  defendant,  valued  at  5000  dollars,  and  purchased  the  same 
himself  at  sheriff's  sale  for  the  sum  of  10  dollars;  the  sale  vu 
holden  to  be  fraudulent,  and  set  aside  on  poyment  of  the  balance 
due  on  the  judgment.    Reynolds  «.  Nye,  462. 

2.  Chancery  will  set  aside  a  sale  made  under  execution  when  it  ii 

tainted  with  fraud,  or  infected  with  other  vices  which  render  it 
inequitable.    lb. 

SALE  OF  LAND. 

See  Bill  in  Chancxbt,  2 ;  CoMPEiieATiON ;  Corvetarcb,  3 ;  Dkpic- 

TiTB  Title  ;  Execution,  4,  5 ;  Fraud,  3, 4, 5 ;  Injunction,  2, 3; 

Possibilities;  Pubchabeb  at  Shebiff's  Sale;  Resulting  Tbvst, 

1;  SpEOiric  Pebfobmance,  1;  Statute  of  Fbauds;  Tbbatt,  1, 3, 5. 

1.  Where  a  person  representing  himself  as  the  assignee  of  some  In- 

dians entitled  to  certain  land  by  virtue  of  a  treaty  with  the  United 
States,  sold  the  land,  and  it  afterwards  appeared  that  he  was  not 
the  assignee,  but  had  contracted  to  become  such  on  conditioos 
which  he  had  not  fulfilled,  the  sale  was  holden  to  be  fraudulent, 
and  the  contract  rescinded.    Wilkinson  v,  Davis's  Adm.  53. 

2.  Every  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  must  fix  its  locality,  or  there 

must  be  such  a  description  of  it  that  parol  testimony  will  readily 
point  out  its  situation  and  boundaries.    lb, 

3.  If  a  party  buy  land,  and  take  no  covenants  for  title,  and  there  be  no 

fraud  in  the  case,  he  cannot  be  relieved  either  at  law  or  in  eqoity, 
though  the  title  utterly  fail.    Williamson  e.  Raney,  112« 

SATISFACTION, 
See  Judgment,  1,  2,  3. 

1.  Where  two  judgments  were  obtained  on  the  same  note,  one  agfainst 

the  maker,  aud  the  other  against  the  indorser,*  and  execution 
against  the  maker  was  levied  upon  slaves  and  returned  with  this 
indorsement :  **  Received  $16,334  in  the  notes  of  the  Citizens' 
Bank  of  Madison  County,  which  I  am  ready  to  pay  over  if  the 
plaintiff  will  take  it.  S.  M.  Floubnot,  SherifT:"  it  was  holden 
to  be  no  satisfaction  of  the  execution,  and  that  the  plaintiff  might 
prosecute  his  judgment  against  the  indorser  and  make  the  money 
out  of  him.    McNutt  v.  Wilcox,  116. 

2.  A  levy  is,  prima  facie ^  satisfaction  of  an  execution  ;  hot  if  it  afte^ 

wards  prove  insufficient,  the  presumption  fails.    R. 
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SCHOOL  LANDS,  TRUSTEES  OF. 
See  E8ToppBL»  9;  Jubxomotion,  2, 

SEPARATE  ESTATE. 

See  Ht7BB4ND  AND  WiFB. 

SET-OFF. 

A  claim  growing  out  of  a  breach  pf  covenant  does  not  ordinarily  aesume 
any  thing  of  the  character  of  a  debtor  demand  capable  of  being 
reduced  to  certainty  by  calculation,  and  therefore  is  not  the  sub- 
ject of  set-off.    Gridley  v.  Tucker,  209. 

SHERIFF. 
See  Bank  Notes;  Execution,  1,  2,  3. 

1.  A  sheriff  has  no  authority  to  receive  on  execution  the  promissory 

note  of  the  defendant  or  any  other  person,  nor  is  the  plaintiff 
bound  by  such  a  receipt.    McNutt  e.  Wilcox,  116. 

2.  Although  the  sheriff,  in  a  qualified  sense,  is  the  agent  of  the  plain- 

tiff in  execution,  yet  he  is  also  the  agent  of  the  law  which  points 
out  his  duty,  limits  aod  defines  his  power.  The  execution  is  his 
warrant  of  authority,  and  that  restricts  bis  agency  to  the  receipt 
of  money  alone,  or  convertible  bank<pa)^er ;  he  has  no  discretion 
to  substitute  any  thing  else  in  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff's  claim. 
Osgood  V,  firown,  392. 

3.  When  a  sheriff  finds  that  pr(>perty  which  he  exposes  to  sale  is 

about  to  be  sacrificed,  he  should  return  that  it  was  not  sold  for 
want  of  bidders,  and  wait  for  a  venditioni  expowu*  Reynolds  «• 
Nye,  462. 

SLAVES. 
See  Bill  in  Chancery,  1^  Reaultino  TBUsi*,  2;  SuPBESBDEASy  2;  Yen- 

DOB  AND  VbNDEE»  1. 

1.  As  a  general  rule,  where  personal  property  of  o.  third  person  is 

seized  under  execution,  he  will  be  left  to  his  remedy  at  law ;  but 
the  importance  attached  to  slave-property  in  the  southern  states 
has  induced  the  establishment  of  a  different  rule  in  regard  to  it, 
eyen  without  an  allegation  in  the  bill  of  peculiar  and  special 
value.    Sevier  «.  Ross,  519. 

2.  It  is  Gompjetent  for  a  slaveholder  of  Mississippi,  during  his  life- 

time, to  take  his  slaves  to  Liberia,  or  elsewhere  without  the  state, 
there  to  remain  free  from  the  condition  of  servitude.  Ross  «. 
Duncan,  587. 

3.  The  statute  of  this  state  regulating  the  manumission  of  slaves, 

does  not  prohibit,  either  in  letter  or  spirit,  a  citizen  from  directing 
by  will  that  his  slaves  should  be  removed  out  of  the  state,  to 
65* 
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SLAVES— eon^tnvetf. 

Liberia  or  elsewhere,  even  though  the  coDBeqoence  or  ftvowed 
deeign  m&y  be  emancipation.  The  right  to  manumit  slaveB  ii  not 
thereby  taken  away ;  its  exercise  within  the  limits  of  this  state 
only  is  qualified,  lb. 
4.  The  court  will  not  look  beyond  the  act  of  removing  slares  from 
this  state  to  their  place  of  destination  to  see  whether  by  the  lawi 
of  that  place  emancipation  would  be  a  consequence  of  inch  re- 
moval, in  order  to  establish  a  fraud  upon  the  laws  of  Missis- 
sippi,    lb. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  Where  there  has  been  a  payment  of  the  purchase-money,  and  the 

vendee  has  been  suffered  to  take  possession  of  the  Isod  aoM 
by  a  parol  contract  and  make  valuable  improvements  thereon, 
these  circumstances  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  sta- 
tute of  frauds  and  warrant  a  decree  for  specific  performance  of  the 
contract.     Fioucane  «.  Kearney,  65. 

2.  It  is  a  general  rule  that  equity  will  not  decree  specific  performance 

of  a  mere  personal  covenant  sounding  in  damages,  nor  of  a  con- 
tract relating  to  personalty  where  compensation  majbehadtt 
law.  Such  contracts  and  covenants  will  only  be  specifically 
enforced  when  the  property  has  some  artificial  value,  or  where 
breach  of  the  personal  indemnity  would  be  productive  of  irrepara- 
ble mischief.    Hoy  v.  Hansborough,  633. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

1.  Where  a  contract  was  written  out  and  one  of  the  parties  promised 

to  sign  it,  but  was  prevented  by  his  death,  the  case  is  excepted 
from  the  statute  of  frauds.    Finucane  v,  Kearney,  65. 

2.  And  so  where  the  contract  was  intended  to  be  reduced  to  writing 

according  to  the  statute,  but  it  was  prevented  by  the  fraud  of  one 
party  or  by  unavoidable  accident.     lb, 

3.  The  body  of  the  authorities  is  opposed  to  excepting  from  the  opera- 

tion of  the  statute  a  case  of  either  partial  or  full  payment  of  the 
purchase-money,  if  there  be  rvo  other  circumatance  to  call  for  the 
interference  of  the  court.  lb,  S.  P.  Hood  o.  Bowman,  290. 
4.  Where  po^sefision  is  insisted  on  as  part- performance  of  a  parol 
contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  a  direct  connexion  must  be  shown 
between  the  contract  and  the  possession.    Hood  «,  Bowman,  290. 

STATUTE  OF  LIiMITATIONS. 

1.  The  statute  of  limitations  of  this  state  barring  all  claims  agaimt 
the  estate  of  decedents  unless  presented  for  payment  within 
eighteen  months  after  publication  of  notice  to  that  effect,  does  not 
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STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS— con/t7i««rf. 

merely  limil  the  remedy,  but  extinguishes  the  debt  itself.  Trus- 
tees of  Jefferson  College  «.  Dickson,  474. 

2.  But  the  statute  does  not  apply  to  claims  secured  by  mortgage  on 

real  estate,    76, 

3.  The  term  <<  estate/'  used  in  the  statute,  has  a  technical,  legal 

sense,  and  denotes  the  quantity  of  interest  a  person  has  in  the 
thing  to  which  it  is  applied.  The  interest  of  a  mortgagor  in  the 
thing  mortgaged  is  what  remains,  after  the  debt  is  satisfied,  a  mere 
equity  of  redemption.  A  mortgage  conveys  the  legal  estate  to 
the  mortgagee,  a  title  which  can  only  be  divested  by  payment  of 
the  mortgage-money,    lb, 

SUPERSEDEAS. 

1.  After  final  decree,  and  execution  issued  thereon,  a  iuperudeat  may 

be  granted  for  sufficient  cause.    Robertson  v.  Haun,  265. 

2.  A  mere  misnomer  in  the  bill  of  sale  of  slaves  sold  under  a  decree 

it  not  sufficient  to  sustain  a  tupertedeat^    76. 

SUPPLEMENTAL  BILL. 

The  office  of  an  amended  or  supplemental  bill  is  to  cure  some  defect  or 
amplify  the  ground  taken  in  the  original  bill;  and  whether  the  ob- 
ject be  to  make  new  parties,  or  to  introduce  new  matter,  the  con- 
nexion between  the  new  parties  or  the  new  matter  and  the  original 
bill  must  be  necessary  and  apparent.    Dickson  «.  Poindezter,721. 

SURCHARGE  AND  FALSIFY. 
See  AnMiHisTRATOK,  1,  7. 

SURETY. 

See  Principal  aud  Surety. 

TESTAMENTARY  GUARDIAN. 
See  Children. 


T. 

TREATY. 

See  Fravd,  8,  4,  5. 

1,  The  sixth  article  of  the  Chickftsaw  Treaty  provides  that  a  section 

of  land  within  the  territory  which  was  the  principal  subject  of 

the  treaty  should  ba  reserved  to  each  male  and  female  of  the 

•  Chickasaw  tribe,  not  being  the  head  of  a  family,  of  twenty-one 

years  and  upwards.    This  veett  in  the  persons  described  a  right 
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to  one  section  of  land,  and  that  right  may  be  conveyed  to  a  third 
party  even  before  the  land  ie  located,  if  the  conveyance  be  made 
according  to  the  forma  preecribed  in  the  treaty,  Anderson  «. 
Lewis,  178, 

2.  Where  individual  rights  vest  under  a  treaty,  the  same  rules  of  con- 

struction must  be  applied  to  the  treaty  as  apply  in  the  case  of  a 
private  contract,    lb* 

3.  The  Chickasaw  treaty  requires  that  in  order  to  the  sale  of  an  In- 

dian's reservation,  certain  officers  shall  certify  that  the  Indian  is 
competent  to  contract,  and  that  a  fair  compensation  has  been  paid 
him,  and  tliereupon  the  President  shall  approve  the  sale.  Such  a 
conveyance  is  prima /actc  evidence  of  a  good  title,  but  maybe 
contested  in  a  court  of  chancery,  and  set  aside  lor  fraud.    Ib^ 

4.  The  acts  of  the  officers  certifying  to  the  competency  of  the  Jndian 

to  contract,  under  the  Chickasaw  treaty,  are  purely  ministerial, 
and  do  not  partake  of  the  nature  of  a  judicial  sentence ;  their 
duties  do  not  resemble  those  of  commissioners  appointed  by  con- 
gress with  full  power  and  for  the  express  purpose  of  deciding  finally 
between  adverse  claimants.   Ib» 

5.  Though  in  conveyances  from  one  private  person  to  another,  condi- 

tions in  restraint  of  alienation  are  void,  yet  conditions  of  the  same 
nature  imposed  by  treaty  do  not  come  within  the  scope  of  that 
rule.    i6. 

6.  The  certificates  required  by  the  Chickasaw  treaty  to  pass  the  title 

of  an  Indian  to  his  reservation  of  land  are  conditions  subse- 
quent.   /6. 

7.  The  sixth  article  of  the  Chickasaw  treaty  passes  an  absolute  fee 

to  the  persons  therein  mentioned,  the  word  ** reservation"  being 
equivalent  to  a  grant.    S.  C.  on  appeal,  203. 

TRUST  AND  TRUSTEE. 
See  Execution,  1;  Fr^vd,  2;  Husbamb  and  Wiri,  1,  2,  5;  Pvkcha- 
SBR,  1;  Rbsultino  Trust. 

1.  Where  a  person  purchased  an  estate  incumbered  by  r  deed  of 

trust,  and  in  order  to  perfect  his  title  paid  the  money  secured  by 
such  deed,  and  had  satisfaction  entered  upon  the  face  of  it;  held, 
that  although  the  strict  legal  efibct  of  this  was  to  clothe  the  gran- 
tor of  the  deed  of  trust  with  the  legal  title,  yet  he  had  no  such 
interest  as  could  be  reached  by  a  judgment  at  law  obtained 
against  him  afler  the  execution  of  the  deed.  Mclntyre  «.  The 
Agricultural  Bank,  105. 

2.  If  necesenry  for  the  protection  of  equitable  interests,  chancery  will 

consider  the  legal  title  as  still  remaining  in  the  trustee  for  the 
benefit  of  the  parties  so  interested,    lb. 
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8.  A  purchaser  of  pfoperty  from  one  holding  it  in  trust,  with  know- 
ledge of  that  fact,  becomes  ipto  facto  a  trustee,  and  is  liable  as 
such  to- the  cetlui  que  tru^.    Holmes  v.  Carman,  408. 

4.  If  a  trustee  sell  trust  property  to  a  stranger,  who  has  no  know- 

ledge of  his  fiduciary  character,  the  latter  may  acquire  title  to 
the  property  by  the  acts  of  the  trustee,  and  hold  it  discharged 
from  the  trust.    Ford  v.  McGehee,  460. 

5.  If  a  trust  be  an  illegal  one,  it  can  make  no  difference  whether  it  be 

tacit  or  expressed,  as  the  same  consequences  must  follow  it  in 
either  character.     Ross  «.  Duncan,  587. 

6.  A  trust  may  be  created  perfectly  consistent  with  law,  and  yet  the 

law  may  have  pointed  out  no  mode  of  enforcement:  still  it  would 
not  interpose  to  prevent  the  execution  of  the  trust,  but  leave  it  to 
the  voluDtary  action  of  the  trustee.    lb, 

7.  A  person  may  convey  his  property  upon  what  trust  or  condition 

soever  he  please,  if  it  be  not  against  Is w»  and  the  court  would  only 
interfere  at  the  instance  of  the  heirs  or  distributees  of  the  grantor 
or  testator,  where  there  had  been  a  failure  or  iiefusal  to  perform 
the  trust,    lb 

8.  Where  s  testator  directed  his  executors  to  send  his  slaves  to  Africa, 

under  the  direction  and  superintendence  of  the  American  Coloni- 
zation Society,  provided  a  majority  of  the  slaves  should  elect  to 
-  go,  it  was  holden  to  be  a  lawful  trust.    16. 

TRUSTEES  OF  SCHOOL  LANDS. 
See  EsTOPFKi.,  3;  Jvrisdiotion,  2; 


U. 

UNCERTAINTY. 
See  Bond,  1 ;  Pbomissoet  Note,  1. 


UNDUE  CONCEALMENT, 
See  Vendor  and  Vendee,  4,  5. 


VENDOR  AND  VENDEE. 

See  Compensation;  Execution,  5, 6 ;  Notice;  Purchaser;  Purcha- 
ser AT  Sheriff's  Sale,  1,  2. 
1.  Where  slaves  are  brought  into  this  state  as  merchandise^  and  sold 
here  in  violation  of  the  constitution,  the  contract  of  sale  is  void. 
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and  the  title  to  the  glavei  icill  remaiiw  in  tbe  reador.     BEaitti  i  \ 
Bfoadui,  35.  > 

2.  A  purcbaeer  at  adminittrator'a  aale  who  ia  decaftfpd    by  the  fiani 

or  Aiintake  of  the  admiiuttratory  in  relation  to  the  oubj^ct  matter 
of  the  purchaae,  ia  aa  Qaneh-eotitled  to  relief  aa  if  the  parekis 
were  made  at  a  private  eale,    Ivea  «.  Pierson,  220. 

3.  Where  an  administrator  Belli  land  to  which  his  intestate  had  m 

title,  the  sale  ib  void  and  mast  be  aet  aaide.    lb. 

4.  Where  the  agent  of  the  complainant,  verbally  appointed   for  ^ 

parpoBe,  Bold  the  complainant's  land  and  took  notes  for  the  piff- 
chase  money  payable  to  himself  instead  of  his  principal,  and  after- 
wards transferred  ihe  notes  to  a  stranger  to  aecure  the   pajmect 
of  his  own  debt,  without  the  knowledge  of  his  principal,  and  the 
purchaser  of  the  land  (aware  that  the  notes  had  been  transfened 
without  the  principars  knowledge)  went  to  the  principal  and  per- 
suaded him  to  make  a  deed,  ^'^^^  disclosing  the  fact  of  the 
transfhr,  and  afterwards  the  amount  of  the  notes  waa  collected  by 
.    the  party  to  whom  they  were  traneferred;  held,  that  the  agent's 
abuse  of  trust  was  no  ground  of  relief  against  the  purcbaeer,  and 
that  the  latter  waa  not  bound  to  diaeloae  the  fact  of  the  tranefer. 
Young  «.  Buropass,  241.* 

5.  That  undue  concealment  which  amounts  to  a  fraud  in  equity  ia  the 

non-disclosure  of  facta  which  one  party  is  under  aome  legal  or 
equitable  obligation  to  communicate,  and  which  the  other  paity 
has  a  right,  not  merely  inforo  conMcientitB^  hut  juris  ei  dejurtf  to 
know.    Ibid, 

6.  The  purchaser  of  a  defective  title,  with  full  knowledgne  of  its  de- 

fects, cannot  afterwards  avail  himself  of  them  as  a  gioand  to 
be  relieved  from  paying  the  purchase  money.  Allen  e,  Hopsoot 
276. 

7.  A  purchaaer  in  possession  is  not  permitted,  except  in  peculiar  cir- 

cumstances, to  buy  an  outstanding  title,  and  oppose  it  to  the  title 
of  the  vendor  under  whom  he  entered.     Harper  «.  Reno,  323. 

6.  Equity  will  reimburse  a  purchaser  for  money  advanced  in  extin- 
guishment of  incumbrances,  but  it  will  not  permit  him  to  array 
them  in  hostility  to  his  vendor's  title.     Ib. 

0.  A  purchaser  who  buys  up  or  discharges  an  incumbrance,  can  only 
claim  against  his  vendor  the  amount  actually  paid,  because  that 
would  be  the  measure  of  damages  in  an  action  on  the  covenants 
in  his  deed.  Ib, 
10.  In  a  sale  of  goods  for  cash  or  a  note,  the  payment  of  the  one  or  the 
delivery  of  the  other  ia  a  condition  precedent  implied  in  the  con- 
tract of  sale;  and  if  the  goods  are  even  deliverc^d,  yet  If  the  deliv- 
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ery  be  made  subject  to  payment  or  the  giving  of  the  note,  the 
^  right  of  property  is  not  changed.    McGraw  v.  Pulling,  357. 

L^  /  11.  Where  goods  are  to  bo  paid  for  on  delivery,  if,  on  delivery,  the 

^/^  vendee  refuse  to  pay  for  them,  the  vendor  has  a  lien  for  the  price, 

.    I''  and  may  even  resume  possession  on  the  ground  that  the  delivery 

was  conditional,    lb* 

''-^113 

*  A  VOID  CONTRACTS. 

*^*K  See  CONTRAOTB,  1. 

am* 

Vkx         voluntary  CONVEYANCE. 

Km  ^^®  Conveyance,  5. 

w. 

■^^  WAIVER.  OF  AGREEMENT. 

"""'  See  Partnbxsbip,  14. 

UK  WAIVER  OF  LIEN. 

\^(i  See  PuBCHABBR  AT  Sheriif'b  Sale,  1. 


WILL. 
See  Election  and  Satisfaction  ;  Powers  ;  Slate,  3 ;  Trust  and 
Trustee,  8. 
1.  Chancery  has  jurisdiction  to  correct  mistakes  or  obvious  omissioos 
*'^'  in  a  will,  but  they  must  be  such  as  are  demonstrable  from  the 

scope  and  structure  of  the  will  itself,  or  readily  pointed  out  by  a 
'^  plain  construction  of  its  terms.    Nutt  v,  Nutt,  128. 

*^'  2.  The  statute  of  Mississippi  requires  three  witnesses  to  a  will  de- 

^"  vising  real  estate ;  but  if  a  will  devising  both  real  and  personal 

property  be  attested  by  two  witnesses  only,  it  is  good  as  to  the 
■^  personal,  but  void  as  to  the  real  estate.    lb. 

3.  The  right  to  dispose  of  property  by  will  is  as  broad  as  the  right  of 
-  disposition  while  living.    Ribs  v.  Duncan,  687. 
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